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Current Topics. 
Winding-up Petitions. 

WITH REFERENCE to a winding-up petition, Mr. Justice 
Buoxiey, on the 28th ult., took occasion to say that the 
petitioners’ solicitors had not handed in, as required by rule 34, 
the list of the names and addresses of the ms who had 
given notice of their intention to appear on hearing of the 
petition. He should have to impose a penalty on persons 
neglecting to comply with the rule, as the time of the court was 
wasted day after day through noncompliance with the rule. In 
the course of the next sittings he should make some pronounce- 
ment on the subject. 


The New Rules of the Supreme Court. 


WE print elsewhere a set of new Rules of the Supreme Court, 
a draft of which we published in April. They deal mainly 
with the — in Admiralty actions in rem where the 
defendant does not appear or makes default in delivering his 
defence. In the former case, upon the filing by the plaintiff of 
an affidavit of service and of a statement of claim and of a 
certificate of non-appearance, the action may, after twenty-one 
days from service of the writ, be set down for judgment by 
default; and similar provision is made for default of delivery of 
defence, A new rule, added to the section of order 36 which 
deals with references—rule 55p—im personal liability for 
the official fees upon the solicitor acting for the party for whom 
they are payable, and provides for their recovery on 
the application of the official solicitor. This —m to carry 
Out the rule recognized in Robins v. Bridge (3 M. & W. 118), 
that the solicitor is liable for the fees of officers of the court. 


Omnibus and Tramecar Ticket Lotteries. 


Onz or the latest devices for increasing the circulation of a 
newspaper or periodical is to offer prizes to the holder of bus or 
tram tickets bearing a particular number. These offers spread 
the lottery mania among numbers of children and idlers, who 
may be seen collecting tickets at any P sas where the vehicles 
set down their passengers. Whether who offer the prizes 
are liable to be prosecuted under the Acts for the suppression of 
lotteries is a question which has not yet come before the courts. 

3! 
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A lottery is defined in the Oxford Dictionary as “‘ an arrange- 
ment for the distribution of prizes by chance among persons 
purchasing tickets.” Those who compete for the prizes in 
question are not required to purchase tickets, or, as far as we 
know, to purchase any number of the a or periodical, 
but the object of the proprietor is to further the business which 
he carries on, and the a ce of a money consideration does 
not a) mtly prevent a scheme for distributing prizes by 
l= being a lottery. 


Written Judgments. 


TxHosE wo are familiar with the law reports cannot have 
failed to observe the gradual increase in the practice of deliver- 
ing oral judgments, even when the courts have taken time for 
consideration. A passage in a short life of Lord Truro, which 
has just appeared, shews that his modus operandi was in striking 
contrast to that which we have just described. Lord Tauro, 
better known as Sir Taomas Witbs, became Lord Chancellor in 
1850. He had then little experience of the practice in 
courts of equity, but made every effort, by assiduous labour, 
to supply his deficiencies. It is stated that 130 of his decisions 
are reported. In the majority of the cases he reversed 
the decrees of the court below. In only one of these cases 
was his own ruling appealed from, and then he was 
affirmed by the House of Lords. Yet he never felt sufficient 
confidence in himself to deliver his decisions extempore. The 
labour of writing his judgments was intense, and caused a certain 
amount of delay, but when he resigned only seven of them 
remained undelivered. The example of this industrious Lord 
Chancellor has not been followed by his successors, and our 
judges at the present day seem disposed to forget the words of 
Lord Bacon: ‘‘ Reading maketh a full man, conference a ready 
man, and writing an exact man.” Their procedure is wholly 
unlike that of civil tribunals on the Continent, where the judg- 
ments, even on questions of fact, are committed to writing, and 
state the inferences which have been drawn by the court. 


How Far Silence Implies Consent. 


In a recent case in the Scottish Court of Session (Zhe British 
Linen Co. v. Cowan) the plaintiff relied upon the legal maxim gui 
tacet consentire videtur—silence implies consent. It was said by 
Wits, J., in Richards v. Gellatly (L. R. 7 C. P. 127): “It 
seems to have been at one time thought that a duty was cast 
upon the recipient of a letter to answer it, and that his omission 
to do so amounted to evidence of an admission of the truth of the 
statements contained in it. But that notion has been long since 
exploded, and the absurdity of acting upon it demonstrated. It 
may be otherwise where the relation between the parties is such 
that a reply might be properly expected.” In The British Linen 
Co. v. Cowan the court held that the defendant, whose name 
had been — to a bill, of the existence of which he was 
i t, not incurred any legal obligation towards 

holders by adoption of his signature or otherwise 
from the mere fact that he h not repudiated a 
number of former bills bearing the same signature 
in answer to notices of dishonour, requesting him to have the 
bills retired. The words of Lord Arpwatt were expressly 
= by the rest of the court: “I consider it to be the right 
every person who receives a letter or other document regard- 
ing a matter in which he has no concern to destroy that docu- 
ment at once and take no further notice of it, and to countenance 
asy other doctrine might, I think, be productive of most mis- 
chievous results, and might put honest people to a vast amount 
of annoyance, trouble, and expense.” 


Auctioneer’s Refusal to Sign Memorandum 
of Sale. 

Is tae case of Macmanus vy. Branson, tried some days ago 
before Puittimore, J., the circumstances under which it was 
sought to make the defendant, an auctioneer, liable were unlike 
those of any case which we can find in the reports. The 
defendant had offered for sale by auction, on behalf of the 
Hammersmith (Guardians, a lot consisting of corrugated iron 
buildings. Biddings were offered, and eventually the lot was 

down to the ee for £85, but the defendant 
afterwaids announced that the reserve price was £200, some 





mistake having occurred with regard to the envelope containing 
the reserve. The defendant, accordingly, declinei to sign ths 
memorandum of sale, though the plaintiff tendered the d 

The vendors refused to carry out the contract, which, 
under the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, could not be enf 

as the goods were above the value of £10. In thes 
circumstances the action was brought against the defendant, 
the cause of action being his refusal to sign the 
memorandum. The learned judge held that there was no 
duty on the part of the defendant to sign the memorandum, 
His authority was limited, and if he had signed the paper it 
would not have helped the plaintiff. The cause of action was 
more properly upon a warranty of authority—a warranty by 
implication that he had authority to sell for a less sum—but in 
such an action the learned judge thought that the damages 
would be nominal. There was, therefore, judgment for the 
defendant, and we cannot think the plaintiff deserving of much 
sympathy. 


Evidence of Infancy. 


OnE cannot always rely on the accuracy of newspaper reports 
of legal proceedings, and it may be that there is some mistake 
in the account given by the Evening Standard of a decision of 
the judge of the Shoreditch County Court with regard to a plea 
of infancy. The defendant having deposed that he was only 
seventeen and a-half years old, and that he was born in Warsaw, 
the judge is stated to have interposed and to have said that 
only his mother could prove this, and according to English law 
he must produce a certificate of birth. The defendant had no 
certificate of birth, and his mother was called, who said that he 
was born in 1888, though her evidence as to the month in which 
he was born was contradictory. The judge is stated to have 
then held that on the evidence there must be a verdict for the 
plaintiff and the plea of infancy must fail, as it had not 
been proved according to English law with a certificate. A 
plea that the defendant was an infant at the time of the 
contract made is not always a meritorious defence, and it may 
be that in the particular case the defendant had no merits, but 
with regard to the — of the judge, we have always under- 
stood that infancy may be proved by calling any person who 
can speak as to the time of the defendant’s birth. In the case 
of children born beyond British territory, it is sometimes 
impossible to procure a certificate of birth, and it must be 
remembered that the register of the birth is founded upon a 
private statement made to the registrar. In the case of 
Re Wintle (L. R. 9 Eq. 373) Lord Romitty held that the entry 
in a register of births was only evidence of the birth haviog 
taken place before the date of registration. As we have already 
said, there may be some explanation of a ruling which appears 
to be manifestly erroneous. 


Lord Brougham. 


Tae carrer on Lord Brovenam in Mr. J. B. Aruay’s work 
on the Victorian Chancellors (which we hope to notice in detail 
hereafter) contains an account of certain labours of that eminent 
lawyer and politician which could hardly be supported by the 
constitutions of Englishmen of the present day. Parliament was 
dissolved on the 24th of July, 1830, by the death of Gzoncx the 
Fourth, and Brovcnam was adopted as a Parliamentary candi- 
date by the Whig freeholders of the county of York. The election 
was at assize time. ‘‘It so happens,” he tells us, “ that I had 
an unusual number of briefs, some in very heavy causes. It 
was not possible either to give them up or to turn them over to 
my juniors. I was obliged, after a night of hard reading and 
preparation, to be in court every morning by half-past nine 
o’clock ; then I had to address the jury, to,examine and cross- 
examine witnesses, in short to wok: for my various clients just 
as if there had been no such thing pending as an election. 
Then, as soon as the court rose — indeed, sometimes 
before —I jumped into a carriage, and was driven, 
as fast as horses could go, to the various towns — 
many of them twenty or thirty miles from York; at 
each town or considerable poe I had to make a speech, 
never getting back to York till nearly midnight, and then I had 
my briefs to read for next day in court. This kind of life 





lasted nearly three weeks. It was by much the hardest work I 
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ever went through, but good health, temperance, and the stake 
I was playing for carried me through. I not only survived, 
but during the whole of thié laborious time I never in my life 
felt better or more capable of even further exertion, had such 
been called for.” Lord Brovenam was at the date of these 
experiences fifty-two years of age. No one in these days would 
be surprised if so severe a strain, in the case of a man who led a 
life like that of Lord Brovenam, had been followed in a few 
years by a stroke of paralysis, but he lived on till his ninetieth 


year. 
Titles Depending on Enlargements of Long Terms. 


Aw INTERESTING decision as to the mode in which a vendor 
who rests his title upon a deed enlarging a long term into the 
fee can protect himself by conditions of sale has been given by 
Waneineton, J.,in Blaiberg v. Keeves (54 W.R. 451). Under 
section 65 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, where a residue 
unexpired of not less than 200 years of a term originally created 
for not less than 300 years is subsisting in land, without any 
trust or right of redemption in favour of the freeholder, and 
either there was never a rent having a money value, or if there 
was such a rent, it has been released, or become barred by 
time, or has in any other way ceased to be payable, then the 
term may be enlarged by deed into the fee simple. In the 

mt case property had been held under an indenture of 
ease dated the 3lst of January, 1672, forthe term of 500 years 
at the yearly rent of 1s., but had been assigned in 1828 free 
from the rent. By deed-poll in 1902 the property was expressed 
to be enlarged into a fee simple. There appears to have been 
no evidence that the rent had been actually released, and a rent 
reserved on a lease is not, like a rent-charge, liable to be barred 
by lapse of time. Upon putting up the property to auction it 
was described in the particulars as freehold, and a clause in the 
conditions of sale stated the above facts as to the term, and 
required the purchaser to assume that the rent had been 
released and that the deed-poll operated as an effectual enlarge- 
ment of the term according to its tenor. The plaintiff read the 
particulars, but not the conditions of sale, and relying upon the 
statement in the particulars, bought the property. 


—- difficulty or danger in working the lift, and, in spite 
of the rule, the men seem to have constantly used it for their own 
— without the knowledge of the rp The man 
while so using it was killed, no one being able to say exactly in 
what way the accident was caused. The question was whether 
the man’s conduct in so using the lift, contrary to rules, was 
“serious and wilful misconduct” within the meaning of the Act. 
That it was misconduct is clear, for it was an act of deliberate 
disobedience. There is no doubt that it was wilful. In fact it 
is rather hard to see what value the word “wilful” in the Act 
has. If an act is not wilful, it can hardly be said to be miscon- 
duct at all; it can at the most amount only to negligenc>, and it 
is one of the chief aims of the Act to give compensation to a 
man injured through his own negligence. It is quite clear that 
aman does not lose his right to compensation because he was 
guilty of either negligence or mere misconduct ; but if the miscon- 

uct was “serious ”’ he does lose his right. As many judges have 
said, it is quite hopeless to attempt to define the word “ serious.” 
Lord James, in the recent case, suggested, as a sort of test 
whether or not misconduct is serious, that the question should 
be asked, Was it such misconduct as would have justified sum- 
mary dismissal? ‘‘ Serious” misconduct, in the learned lord’s 
opinion, is a higher order of misconduct even than that which 
would justify such dismissal. It is quite clear that the serious 
nature of the misconduct must not be assumed from the fact that 
the consequence of the act proved to be serious. Very grave conse- 
quences may follow from a trifling act of disobedience from which 
no such consequences could reasonably have been anticipated. 
But when a man deliberately commits an act which he knows, or 
ought to know, is attended with a substantial risk of injury, 
then he is guilty of serious misconduct. In the case in question 
the man would have been right in using the lift with a load; 
he was guilty of misconduct in using it without a load. Bat it 
was quite as dangerous (or even more dangerous) to use it with 
a load as to use it without; and there was no reasonable 
anticipation of danger in either case. Hence the House decided 
that the man’s misconduct was not of such a nature as to 
deprive his dependants of the right to compensation. It is to be 


Subse- | noticed that in Scotland the courts have leaned much more 


quently he alleged misrepresentation and claimed to have | strongly against the workman than in England in their inter- 


the contract rescinded. But the particulars and the con- 


ditions were to be taken together, and the 


particulars were | though not attemptin 


pretation of the expression ‘serious misconduct.” This case, 
to define the words, may, nevertheless, 


accurate subject to the vendor being able to establish a | from the careful consideration given to their meaning, go far to 


freehold title. 
not an absolute title, but a title in accordance with the 
conditions. These relieved him of proof aso a matter essential 
to the due operation of the tached in other words, the 


The freehold title which he had to establish was | bring the courts of the two countries into harmony. 


The Land Tenure Bill. 
We uave before us a print of the Land Tenure Bill ‘as 


purchaser was bound to admit the efficacy of that deed in the | amended by the Standing Committee on Trade, &c.” There are 
absence of evidence which, apart from the conditions of sale, | still eleven clauses, but the preliminary memorandum (which 


he would have been entitled to require. 


Hence the vendor had | might with advantage have been corrected and brought up to _ 


established a freehold title for the purpose of the contract, and | date) has been omitted, and so has clause 6, by which the right 
the statement in the particulars that such was the tenure was | of distress was to be limited to one year’s rent, but a new clause 


justified. So accordingly Warrtneton, J., held. 


noticed that the case is distinguishable from Torrance v. Bolton | Gardeners’ Compensation Act, 1895. 


It is to be|6 gives a retrospective effect to section 4 of the Market 


This enactment, it is 


(21 W. R. 134, L. R. 14 Eq. 124, 8 Ch. 118), where a statement directed, ‘shall apply, and shall be deemed always to have 
in the particulars was incorrect and was at variance with the | applied, to a case in which the tenant eecuted any of the 
conditions. A vendor is not entitled to correct by the conditions improvements therein referred to under the conditions therein 
& false statement in the particulars. In the present case the | specified at any time within ten years before the Ist of January, 


statement that the property was freehold may have been true. 


1884, as well as to a case in which the tenant has or shall have 


It was purely a matter of title, and the conditions did no more | so executed any such improvement at any time after that date.” 


than impose a restriction on proof of title. 


“Serious and Wilful Misconduct’’ under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act. 


Thus will be got rid of the effect of the judgment of the 
House of Lords in the Scottish case of Callender v. Smith 
(1901, A. ©. 297), which, —— technically not binding in 
England, would probably be 


owed by an English court. 


TuERE Is no greater difficulty connected with the oan There is also (and usefully) added a schedule of repealed enact- 


of the Workmen’s Compensation Act than to decide w 


ether a | ments. Clause 1 has been amended by the insertion of the words 


certain act amounts to “serious and wilful misconduct,” so as| “on quitting his holding,” thus properly depriving a sitting 


to deprive the workman injured by the act of any right to| tenant of com t 
This difficulty, too, appears to be one which | improvements by a tenant lawfully holding over, but the pro- 


compensation. 


tion, and com on is newly given for 


the new Act, now in process of making, will do nothing to| vision that, whether the parties prefer two arbitrators and an 
remove. In the recent case of Johnson v. Marshall the meaning umpire or not, they must by compulsion of law employ a single 


of the words was considered by the Houseof Lords. The work- | arbitrator only, is suffered to remain. The right to com 0 
for damage, by which the tenant has not the lawful right to kill 


man in question was employed in a factory in which was a lift. 


sation 


The men were only allowed to use this lift in taking loads up | game, is restricted by a requirement of preliminary notice of claim 


wing crop, at least three weeks 





and down, not as a passenger lift; and there was a written notice | “in the case of damage to a 
to this effect fixed to the lift. 


There seems to have been no| before the crop is reaped or raised, and in the case of damage to 
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a crop reaped or raised, at least one week before it is removed 
from the land,” and the landlord newly becomes entitled to 
a remedy over against a sporting tenant. The fifth, or com- 
pensation for disturbance, clause has been added to by an 
express prohibition of contracting out of it, and by an express 
provision that the single arbitrator is to adjudicate on “‘ the 
reasonableness or sufficiency of removal” [sic], but it also allows 
the parties themselves to dispense by agreement with arbitration 
altogether. The seventh clause substitutes “ notice to” for ‘‘ con- 
sent of” the landlord as a condition precedent to the laying down 
of permanent pasture, inserting that improvement, together with 
others mentioned in clause 7 of the original Bill, in Part II. of 
the First Schedule of the Act of 1900, which at present includes 
only improvement by drainage. The eighth clause, which still 
directs every future contract of tenancy to contain a record of 
the condition of the holding, and allows either party during an 
existing tenancy to require such a record to be made by a 
nominee of the Board of Agriculture, now allows the parties to 
dispense with the services of such a nominee, and also, instead 
of saddling the landlord with the cost, now directs that ‘in 
default of any express agreement, the cost of making such record 
shall be borne by the landlord and tenant in equal proportions.” 


Equitable Priorities in Shares. 


Tue pEcision in Peat v. Clayton (54 W. R. 416; 1906, 1 Ch. 
659) shews the risks which brokers run under the ordinary practice 
as to sales of shares. The owner of shares had executed an 
assignment of all his property to trustees for his creditors. 
The trustees applied to him for the certificates of the shares and 
for transfers, but the debtor did not respond to these applica- 
tions, and they thereupon gave notice of the assignment to the 
company. The debtor afterwards sold the shares through his 
brokers on the Stock Exchange, executed transfers and handed 
the certificates to them. The brokers lodged the certificates 
with the company and obtained a certificate of such lodgment 
on the transfers, and the transfers were the next day handed 
to the purchasers’ brokers. The purchase-money was paid 
over to the debtor's brokers, and they accounted for it 
to him. When the purchasers applied for registration of the 
transfers, they were met with the notice which had been given 
to the company by the trustees of the deed of assignment, and 
the transfers were refused. The debtor's brokers had, under 
the circumstances, to refund the purchase-money, and thereupon 
they claimed a lien upon the shares in priority to the trustees, 
The period at which a transferee of shares becomes entitled to 
the advantages of legal ownership has been the subject of much 
discussion. In Jreland vy. Hart (50 W. R. 815; 1902, 1 Ch. 
522) Joycz, J., pointed out that a legal title is not acquired 

inst an equitable owner until registration, or at all events 
until the date when the person seeking to register has a present 
absolute and unconditional right to have the transfer registered ; 
and he repeated the same rule on the present occasion. In the 
absence of a legal title, equitable rights go according to priority 
of time, and as there was no question of the brokers being able 
to set up an unconditional right to registration, they were 
necessarily postponed to the trustees. In each case the rights 
claimed were only equitable. An attempt was made to postpone 
the trustees on the ground of negligence in not putting a 
distringas upon the shares, but the learned judge held that this 
would not have prevented the result. The certification would 
still have been noted on the transfers. The fact is that too 
much importance is attached to the possession of certificates—in 
other words, business men give them a greater weight as 
indicia of title than the state of the law justifies; but it would 
be difficult upon dealings in shares to make the strict investiga- 
tion of title which is necessary to give security, and it is possible 
that the law would do well to bring itself more into line with 
the requirements of business. 





The following changes in the judges going circuit are announced: Mr. 
Justice A. T. Lawrence will go on the met oe: of the summer assizes on 
the South-Eastern Circuit, in place of . Justice Bucknill, who will 
remain in ; and in o uence of the illness of Mr. Justice 
Channell, Mr. Justice Sutton will goin his place on the first part of the 
summer assizes on the North Wales Circuit. 
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Compulsory Faking of Part of 
Premises. 


Ir is a singular illustration of the confusion in which important 
branches of the law are allowed to remain, that, while the com- 
pulsory acquisition of land is governed in general by the pro- 
visions of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, yet when it is a question 
of taking land for the purpose of improving the streets of the 
metropolis, recourse must be had to the provisions of the statute 
57 Geo. 3, c. xxix, which goes under the name of Michael 
Angelo Taylor’s Act. Section 80 of that statute empowers the 
road authority to widen any of the streets, and enacts that “if 
any houses, walls, buildings, lands, tenements, and heredita- 
ments, or any part thereof ” shall be adjudged by the authority 
to prevent them from so widening the streets, and that the 
purchase of such houses, &c., will be necessary for that purpose, 
they may “‘ treat, contract, and agree with the several 
owner or owners, occupier or occupiers, of all such houses, &., 
for the purposes aforesaid, and pay for the same such sum and 
sums of money as shall be agreed upon.” Section 82 provides 
for the case of failure to agree between the ‘‘ person or persons 
seised or possessed of or interested in any such houses, buildings, 
lands, tenements, or hereditaments as aforesaid,” and the 


authority, and directs the summoning of a jury, who shall. 


inquire of the value of such houses, &c., and of the pee 
able value of the respective estates and interests of all and every 
person and persons seized or possessed thereof, or interested 
therein, or of or in any part or parts thereof, and shall assess 
the sums to be paid to such person or persons. 

Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act contains no provision corre- 
sponding to section 92 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, which 
enacts that “‘no party shall at any time be required to sell or 
convey . . . a part only of any house, or other building or manu- 
factory, if such party be willing and able to sell and convey the 
whole thereof ’’—a provision which is now commonly modified by 
a clause in the special Act allowing part to be taken if it can be 
severed from the remainder without material detriment. And 
the omission of such a provision has led to a series of decisions 
as to the power of the local authority to take part of land or 
buildings, to which an addition has been made by the recent 
decision of Bucktey, J., in Thompson v. Hammersmith Corporation 
(54 W. R. 279; 1906, 1 Ch. 299), In Zhomas v. Daw (L. R. 2 
Ch. 1), which appears to be the earliest case, the owners of No. 50, 
Threadneedle-street were about to pull down the building and 
erect new offices on the site. The road authority wished to widen 
the street, and for that purpose to take about seven feet in depth 
of the frontage of the house, but they served a notice for the 
whole house. The purpose in serving this notice was that, by 
selling the land not required, the cost of taking the seven feet 
into the road might be partly recouped. The resolution of the 
authority, however, upon which the notice was based, adjudged 
only that part of the site was required for the improvement, and 
it was held by Krypgrstey, V.C., and, on somewhat different 
grounds, by Csztmsrorp, L.C., on appeal, that the authority 
could not require the owners to part with the whole. 

The Vice-Chancellor considered that, although section 80 
‘‘jumbled”’ houses, walls, buildings, and lands together, yet a 
distinction was in practice to be made between houses and 
lands, and that while the Legislature appeared to have 
contemplated that the whole of a house would be taken, this 
was not so with land, and that the authority had no power to 
take a part of a man’s land, ‘‘not to widen the street, but 
to ease the pecuniary burden of the ratepayers.’”’ Moreover, 
since No. 50 was intended to be pulled dowg, it must, for the 
purposes of the proceedings, be considered as a house actually 

ulled down, so that the notice to treat related, not to a house, 
ut only to land, the site of the house. Lord OnexmsrorD, 
while concurring generally in the judgment of KripErs.ezy, 
V.C., did not agree that the Legislature had made any distine- 
tion between d and houses. The words “or any part 
thereof” in the early part of the section, he pointed out, 


clearly applied to houses and buildings as well as to lands, and 
similarly the power of the authority in the latter part of the 
section, ‘‘ to lay the sites thereof . . 


. orso much thereof” as 
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they should think proper into the streets, applied to houses as 
well as to lands, otherwise the absurdity would follow that the 
authority would be bound to lay the whole of the sites of the 
houses into the streets. Consequently, where the authority had 
adjudged that a part of a house was necessary to be taken, they 
could take that part only, though the whole could be taken if 
there was an honest adjudication that the whole was necessary 
for the purpose of the intended improvement. 

The principle of Thomas v. Daw (supra) was followed by the 
Court of Appeal in Gard v. Commissioner of Sewers (28 Ch. D. 486), 
a case which arose out of the Wood-street fire in 1882. While 
two of the houses which had been destroyed were still in ruins, 
the commissioners served notice to treat for the purchase of the 
whole, although only a portion of the site was in fact required 
for widening the street, Under the circumstances it was con- 
sidered that the premises were to be treated as land, and not as 
buildings, and hence it was unnecessary to deal with the 
distinction suggested by Kinprrstxy, V.C., between the two. 
There was at any rate power to take part of a piece of land, and 
if such part was all that was really uired, the compulsory 
powers did not extend to the whole. “Whether the same rule 
applied to a house, was left undecided, “It may be,” said 
Bowen, L.J., “ that in the case of a house or building it may be 
necessary to take all when the authority only want to use part 
on the improvements. That would be a question of fact in each 

” 

In both the foregoing cases the authority wished to take the 
whole of the property, although in fact they required a part 
only, and although the owners were willing for them to take 
that part; and in neither was it a question of interference 
to the prejudice of existing buildings. And even where there is 
such interference, yet the authority cannot take the whole build- 
ing if the owner wishes to retain part, and no extraordinary 
expenses are thereby put upon the authority. This was the 
decision of Parson, J., in TZeuliere v. St. Mary Abbotts (30 
Ch. D. 642). In that case the proposed widening of the street 
required that part of the buildings of an orphanage should be 
removed, but the trustees wished to retain the remainder, and 
it was in evidence that the loss by severance could easily be made 
good. The learned judge, referring to the dictum of Bowsn, 
L.J., just quoted, held that, treating the matter as a question of 
fact, the case was one in which a part was to be taken and not 
the whole, 

So far it has been the authority which has desired to take 
the whole of land or buildings, and the owner who has insisted 
that they are only entitled to take the part actually required 
for the purposes of the proposed widening. In Gordon v. St. 
Mary Abbotts (1894, 2 Q. B. 742) the position was reversed. The 
plaintiffs were the owners of a tavern at Kensington. Altera- 
tions had been made in the premises by which the building line 
was thrown back five or six feet, and a projecting stone porch 
was left, with its pavement raised a step above the footway. 
On this a were flaps which covered the approach to the 
cellars. The vestry gave notice to take the “stone porch, step, and 
cellar flap,” and the plaintiffs required them to take the whole 
of the premises, ‘Thus for the first time it had to be considered 
under what circumstances the statutory power of the authority 
to take part of premises could be exercised by taking part of a 
house. Oavz, J., pointed out the difference in this respect between 
land and buildings. ‘‘ You may divide a piece of land and 
make it two pieces of land, and each is land for all purposes ; 
but you cannot divide a house and make of it two houses; you 
get something which is nota house. Such latter division was not 

contemplated by the Act, and the court (Cave and Cot.ins, JJ.) 
held that, if what was proposed by the authority would have the 
effect of so altering the character and condition of the house that 
it could no longer be occupied as the kind of structure it was 
before, then the owner could not be required to give up part 
of the house. In such a case the house must be jomtel as 
indivisible, and it could not be said that “part thereof” 


obstructed the proposed improvement. Whether this was so in | 


the particular case the court declined to determine on motion for 
an injunction, and left it to the trial of the action. 

And even though the taking of part of a house would so alter 
the character of the structure that the authority could be 
req uired by the owner to take the whole, yet it does not follow 


that they are entitled to take the whole if the owner desires to 
retain the remnant not actually required for the street improve- 
ment. In Aldis v. London Corporation (1899, 2 Ch. 169) the 
commissioners of sewers gave notice to treat for the whole of a 
house in Cheapside after an adjudication that the house pro- 
jected into and prevented them fs widening the street. The 
ground area was about 700 square feet, of which 400 were to be 
thrown into the street, leaving an irregular area of 300 square 
feet. The occupiers desired to retain this and carry on their 
business upon it, and Kexewron, J., held that they were 
entitled to do so. If the remnant had been y use- 
less to them, the case would have been different. But 
since they required it for the purpose of their business, 
the commissioners could only take of the site, notwithstand- 
ing that, had the —- so wished, they could have been 
required to take the whole. On the other hand, the principle of 
Gordon v. St. Mary Abbotts (supra) was applied in Gibbon v. 
Paddington Vestry (1900, 2 Ch. 794), where the vestry, who 
roposed to take part of certain houses, were compelled, at the 
instance of the owner, to take the whole, upon the pe that 
the houses would be substantially injured and could no longer 
be enjoyed as they were before. “If,” said Srieuine,J., “a 
local authority desire to take part of a house, the portion taken 
must be something which can fairly be called a part.” If 
the taking of less than the whole involves the substantial 
destruction of what is left, the premises are indivisible 
for the purpose of the statute, and the whole must be 
taken. It is a singular result of Aldis v. London Corporation 
that the question depends, not only upon what is in fact a sub- 
stantial destruction of the building, but upon the view which 
the owner takes. He has in effect the option of retaining the 
remains of the building, if not absolutely useless to him, 
although the building is so altered that he could require the 
authority to take the whole. If, however, the improvement 
involves the pulling down of the whole of the house, they are 
entitled to adjudicate that the whole is required and to take the 
whole, notwithstanding the opposition of the owner: Foerniey v. 
Limehouse Board of Works (82 L. T. 524). And in Pescod v. 
Westminster Corporation (1905, 2 Ch. 475) it was held that, even 
though severance of the house could be effected, yet the 
authority were entitled to take the whole if this, having regard 
to all the circumstances—such as the cost of severance and the 
existence of various interests in the building—was the more 
convenient course. 

In the recent case of Thompson v. Hammersmith Corporation 
(supra) the authority claimed to take part only of the premises, 
and this was justified upon the ground that the house was 
about to undergo extensive alterations—a reason countenanced 
by the judgment of Kinperstey, V.C., in Thomas v. Daw (supra). 
But as Buoxrxzy, J., pointed out, the reasoning of the Vice- 
Chancellor was not approved on appeal, and the effect of a 
notice to treat depends upon the actual state of the Property at 
the time. The taking ofa would in fact involve the destruc- 
tion of the house for its existing purpose, and was therefore not 
authorized by the statute. 

The general result seems to be that the taking of a part of a 
house under Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act is on much the same 
footing as under the Lands Clauses Act in cases where the 
special Act contains the clause referred to above. The authority 
can take part if the severance does not involve material detri- 
ment to the rest, and, on the other hand, though only part of 
the site is actually required, they are entitled, and can be com- 
pelled, to take the whole if such detriment is involved ; but the 
owner may waive the question of detriment, and retain the 
portion not required, if this course is not burdensome to the 
authority or on other grounds inconvenient. 








The present session of the United States Congress has, says the Tribune, 
surpassed all records in the me 4 of completed legislation. More than 3,000 
laws have been enacted, w is between 700 and 800 more than in any 
previous session up to the beginning of the month of May. 


| tis announced that in uence of the continued illness of Mr. 
| Justice Channell and the improbabllity of his being able to resume his 
| {odiclal ditins for a month at it has been decided that the trial of the 
} min election petition shall be resumed on the 11th of June at Bodmin 
before Grantham and Lawrance, JJ., the latter the place of Mr. 





' Justice Channell. The case will have to be tried de novo, 





iL. 
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Reviews. 


Forms of Agreements. 


PracricAL ForMs oF AGREEMENTS RELATING TO SALES AND PuR- 
CHASES, ENFRANCHISEMENTS AND EXCHANGES, MORTGAGES AND 
Loans, LETTING AND RENTING, HirtnG AND SERVICE, BUILDING 
AND ARBITRATIONS, DEBTORS AND CREDITORS, &c., &c. WITH 
VARIATIONS AND Notes. By H. Moorr. Srxtu Epirion. Re- 
vised and Edited by Epwarp Manson, Barrister-at-Law. William 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


This familiar work, which now appears in the sixth edition, con- 
tains a great variety of forms of agreement, and the editor has care- 
fully brought it up to date by reference to recent cases and statutes. 
A little more might have been done, perhaps, in modernizing the 
forms. Thus the agreement for sale of land, with which the book 
opens, consists of a series of clauses each beginning with the words 
“‘and also,” instead of being arranged in numbered paragraphs, 
and this relic of antiquity is common throughout the forms, 
though occasionally it is dropped, as in the case of the sale 
of an underlease (p. 52). So far, however, as the substance of the 
forms is concerned, they are full and practical, and the draftsman 
will find them of considerable assistance in the many miscellaneous 
cases which arise in practice, and on which the ordinary books of 
precedents are silent or scanty. There are, for instance, numerous 
forms relating to the sale of businesses, including a solicitor’s 
practice, and to contracts of hire and service, and contracts for 
building. And the notes, which shew numerous marks of the 
editor’s care, refer the practitioner to the latest authorities on the 
points arising under various forms—for instance, at p. 83 on ‘‘ good- 
will,” and at p. 114 on ‘clogging the equity of redemption.” 
Attention may be called to the two forms of agreement for partner- 
ship—a longer and a shorter form—as good examples of the service- 
able character of the book. The appendix contains a list of various 
descriptions of parties, from a duke to a tradesman, and also numerous 
descriptions of properties for insertion as parcels, and a table of 
stamp duties. 





Books of the Week. 
The Spirit of Our Laws. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Life in the Law. By Joun Grorce Witt, K.C., Bencher of 
Lincoln’s-inn. T. Werner Laurie. 


The Law Association of Philadelphia. Addresses delivered 13th 
March, 1902, and Papers Prepared or Republished to Commemorate 
the Centennial Celebration of the Law Association of Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, 1802 1902. 


New Orders, &c. 


Rules of the Supreme Court (May), 1906. 
Orver XIII. Rue 12, 


1. Order XIII. Rule 12 is hereby annulled, and the following 
Rule shall stand in lieu thereof :— 

Rule 12. Jn all actions not by the rules of this Order otherwise 
specially provided for, in case the party served with the writ does not 
appear witbin the time limited for appearance, upon the filing by the 
Plaintiff of a proper affidavit of service, and, if the writ is not 
specially endorsed under Order III., Rule 6, of a Statement of 
Claim, the action may proceed as if such party had appeared, subject, 
as to actions where an account is claimed, to the provisions of 
Order XV. 

Orpver XIII. Rute 12a. 


2. Rule 12a. In Admiralty actions in rem if the Defendant does 
pot r within the time limited for appearance upon the filing by 
the Plaintiff of a proper affidavit of service and of a Statement of 
Claim and of a certificate of non-appearance the action may on the 
s. sontenr of 21 days from the service of the writ be set down for 
judgment by default. 

Orperk XXVIII. Rute 11a. 


8. In Admiralty actions in rem if the Defendant makes default in 
delivering a defence the Plaintiff may on the expiration of 10 days 
from the delivery of the Statement of Claim, and on filing an affidavit 
of non-delivery of a defence. set down the action for judgment by 
default, and the provisions of Order XIII., Rule 13, shall be applic- 
able to such action. 

Orver XXVIII, Rute 12. 


4. Order XXVII. Rule 12 shall be read as if for the words “in the 


OrvER XXIX. RULE 16. 


5. Order XXIX. Rule 16 is hereby annulled, and the following 
Rule shall be read in lieu thereof :— 

Rule 16. After the expiration of twelve days from the service of 
the writ or copy thereof if the party on whose behalf the caveat has 
been entered shall not have given bail in such sum, or paid the same 
into the registry, the Plaintiff's Solicitor may proceed with the action 
by default, and on filing his proofs in the registry may have the 
action placed on the list for hearing. 


OrDER XXXVI. RULE S5dD. 


6. In any preeeedings before an Official Referee or Master in which 
the party by whom the fees prescribed by the Orders as to Court fees 
are payable is represented by a Solicitor, if the fees or any part of the 
fees payable under the said Orders are not paid as therein prescribed, 
the Court or a Judge may on the application of the Official Solicitor 
by summons, and upon a report signed by the Official Referee or 
Master stating the amount of the unpaid fees, order the said 
Solicitor of the said party forthwith personally to pay the said 
amount in the manner prescribed by the said Orders, and to pay the 
costs of the Official Solicitor of the application. 


OrpER LXVIII. Rute 2A. 


7. Order II. Rule 8 shall apply to the Revenue side of the King’s 
Bench Division. 

8. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(May), 1906, and each Rule may be cited separately according to the 
heading thereof with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
1883. They shall come into operation on the first of July, 1906. 

The 25th of May, 1906. 

(Signed) Loreburn, C. 
Alverstone, C.J. 
R. Henn Collins, M.R. 
R. L. Vaughan Williams, L J. 
J. Gorell Barnes, P. 
Arthur Kekewich, J. 
R. J. Parker, 
Charles Mylne Barker, 
Pres. Law Soc. 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


WOOLWICH UNION v. FULHAM UNION. No. 1. 25th May. 


Poor Law—SertLement anp Removat—ResipeNTiAL Sertiement—Oniwp 
UNDER SixTEEN—ILiEGiTImate CxiLp or Marrrep Woman—Poor Law 
AmenpMent Act, 1834, s. 71—Poor Removat Act, 1846, s. 3—Drvipep 
Parisnes AND Poor Law AmeEnpMENT Act, 1876, 8s. 34, 35. 


Appeal by the Guardians of the Woolwich Union from a decision of 
the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Kennedy and Ridley, JJ.) 
on a case stated on an appeal to the County of London Sessions with 
regard to the legal settlement of five children, the eldest of whom was 
fourteen and the youngest six. The case stated the following facts: The 
respondents, the Guardians of Fulham, obtained an order of two justices 
whereby it was adjudged that the parish of Charlton next Woolwich, 
in the Woolwich Union, was the p of the last ves settlement 
of the five children, paupers chargeable to the parish of Fulham, and the 
appellants were ordered to receive and provide for them. The appellants 
appealed. The substantial facts were as follow: In 1880 William Turpin 
married Rose Clark. In 1884 Rose left her husband and went to live with 
John Johnson, by whom she had the five children in question, all of whom 
were registered in the register of births as the children of Johnson. The 
parents lived at Lambeth without a break and without relief from the 
a for a period exceeding three years. During the same period 

urpin lived at Charlton next Woolwich in such circumstances as made 
him irremovable therefrom and settled therein. During this time he con- 
tributed a, towards the support of his wife. In 1903 the children 
became chargeable to the Fulham Union, and the question then arose as 
to which union, Woolwich or Fulham, should receive and maintain them. 
The Divisional Court held that as a child under the age of sixteen could 
not by section 34 of the Divided Parishes and Poor Law Amendment Act, 
1876, by residence in a parish with his or her parent acquire euch 
a settlement of his or her own as would be effectual until he or she became 
emancipated, they were chargeable to the Woolwigh Union, which would 
be their mother’s settlement by reason of it being that of her husband. 
That union ap on the ground that the children in the circumstances, 
by living for more than three years in the h of Lambeth, had acquired 
a settlement of their own in that parish. For the respondent union it was 
contended that legitimate children under sixteen took the settlement of 
their father ; illegitimate children that of their mother, whose settlement 
in this case was that of her husband Turpin—namely, Woolwich. Ohildren 
under sixteen, whether legitimate or illegitimate, could not acquire 4 
settlement by residence, though when over sixteen they could add their 
residence in the parish when under sixteen to their residence when over 
sixteen so as to give a settlement: see West Ham Union v. Holbeach Union 











Jast preceding rule’’ the words ‘in Rule 11” were substituted. 





(1905, A. C. 450), following and approving Reg. v. Elvet (2 E, & E. 266). 


June 2, 1906, 
—— 
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In reply it was submitted that if these children were not rendered irre- 
— section 3 of the Poor Removal Act, 1846, they were rendered 


rated by section 1. 

Tue Cover (Vavcaan Wituiams, Sriminc, and Mouton, L.JJ.) held 
that the word ‘‘ children ”’ in the proviso to section 1 of the Act of 1846 
meant legitimate children: Reg. v. Maude (2 Dowl. N.S. 58). Therefore 
the words at the beginning of that section, which said that no person should 
be removed from any parish in which he had resided under certain con- 
ditions for the prescribed period, applied to an illegitimate child just as 
much as to any other person ; and an illegitimate child, by residing in a 

ish for three years, could acquire a settlement there in its own right. 
On the facts of the case these children had acquired settlements in Ful 
of their own, and that union must receive and maintain them. Appeal 
allowed with costs.--Covnset, Rawlinson, K.C., Cor-Sinclair, and Forder 
Lampard ; Macmorran, K.C., and §. Davey. Sottcrrors, Cal/ard ¢ Vulliamy ; 
T. Blanco White. 
Reported by Essarxe Ret, Esq , Barrister-at-Law. | 


SMITH +. THE STANDARD STEAM FISHING CO. (LIM.). No. 2. 
24th May. 


Master axp Servant—EmpLoyers’ Lraprtity—AccrpENT—CoMPENSATION 
—Snipwricht—Sxar Moorep to Jerry or Dock —Workmen’s CompEN- 
sation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37), ss. 1, 7. 

This was an appeal from the Lincolnshire County Court, which raised 
the question whether a shipwright who had sustained an injury on the 
deck of a steam trawler while moored to the quay in Grimsby Docks was 
entitled to compensation from the owners of the vessel under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897. The facts were shortly as follows: The 
applicant, S. H. Smith, was at the time of the accident, and had been for 
some years preceding it, a shipwright in the employ of the respondents, 
who are steam trawler owners at Great Grimsby, and used to work for them 
either in the workshop or on the quay, or on vessels in the dock, according 
to orders and as occasion might require. On the 31st of October, 1904, the 
applicant was instructed to go on board the steam trawler Moravia, 

ich belonged to the respondents, to do some repairs; the vessel 
was moored to the jetty or landing stage of the fish dock 
at Grimsby, being fastened forward by her fore rope to the 
jewy and aft by her aft rope to other trawlers which were lying 
alongside of her; the fore end touched the jetty, and the applicant went 
on board of her by stepping from the jetty on to the trawler. On the 
morning of the accident the crew were engaged in unloading the fish from 
the trawler. While the applicant and two other men were pulling at a rope 
to get at the other board which the applicant was told to repair, the rope 
broke, the applicant fell on his, back on the deck across the wheel chain 
pipe and broke his leg in two places. The applicant claimed compensation, 

and eventually proceedings under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 

were taken in the Grimsby County Court. The county court judge held, on 

the authority of Houlder Line (Limited) v. Grifin (53 W. R. 609 ; 1905, A.C. 

220), that the applicant being on board a trawler in a wet dock, and the 

trawler not making use of the dock in any way, the trawler was not ‘‘a 

factory ’’ within the decisions under the Act, and that the respondents 
were not ‘‘ undertakers ’’ within the meaning of the Act, and consequently 
they were not liable to pay compensation. The applicant appealed. 

Tue Court (Cottrns, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Cortins, M.R.—It is not perhaps quite easy to collect from the 
speeches of the noble lords who decided Houlder”™ Line (Limited) v. Griffin 
(53 W. R. 609; 1905, A. C. 220) one essential principle which governs 
them all, but I think that there is one common conclusion which can be 
drawn from all the judgments, and that is that in that particular case the 

sued was not the ‘‘ occupier’’ of the dock, and consequently of the 

‘factory,’’ and therefore was not an undertaker within the Act who was 

liable to pay compensation. Lord Halsbury, in the course of his judg- 
ment, said this: ‘*I do not think the shipowner was in any intelligible 
sense the occupier of the dock, because his vessel was in the water 
surrounded by the structure of the dock.’’ Lord Macnaghten, at p. 224 of 
the report, said: ‘‘ It is, I think, plain that by the expression ‘dock’ in 
the Factory Act, 1895, is meant the solid structure and body of the 
dock, not the water space within its limits. A corresponding 
meaning must be given to the word ‘premises.’ I do not think that 
a ship lying in a dock, whether afloat or not, can be included 
in the description of ‘ premises within the same or forming part 
thereof.’ It follows, therefore, in my opinion, that the employment 
in which the injured person was en at the time of the accident 
was not an employment to which the Act of 1897 applies.’”’ And then he 
went on to Raine v. Jobson ¢ Co. (49 W. R. 703; 1901, A. C. 404), which he 
considered to be a different case altogether, because there the vessel was 
not lying in the water space of the dock—it had been removed to, and 
placed in, a dry dock—of which the persons sought to be made liable had 

the actual use and occupation. Lord Lindley, again at p. 228, referring 
to Raine v. Jobson, said in that case: ‘‘The Act was held to apply to a 
workman employed to clean and repair ashipin adry dock which had been 
hired by ship repairers for the purpose of repairing her. The undertakers 

there were the repairers, and the dry dock was held to bea ‘factory ’ within 

the meaning of the Act, and it was occupied and used as such by the 
undertakers,” These observations, in my opinion, exactly apply to the 

present case. The only difference between the two cases is that in the 

acd case the vessel was connected with the jetty by a rope, but 

he observations just quoted appear to me to apply equally to both cases. 

The applicant was not employed on the jetty, but on the vessel, which 

was entirely waterborn 
appeal therefore fails and must be dismissed, 


Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered j to thé same 


effect.—CounseL, Ruegg, K.C., 
Willis. Soxicrrors, F. W. Hill, for Locking & Holditch, Hull; J. C. Jackson, 
for W. M. Gishad, Rotherham. 


{Reported by J. I. Stizuine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


STAFFORDSHIRE AND WORCESTERSRIRE CANAL PROPRIETORS vr. 
PALMERS. Joyce, J. 1st and 24th May. 


River— Moore ro Bank—Rriparran Owner—Ricut or Access to Lanp. 


This was an action by the plaintiff company to restrain the -defendants 
from mooring vessels to land belon; to the com The company 
was incorporated under an Act of Parliament of 6 Geo. 3, c. 97, for the 
purpose of making and maintaining a navigable canal from the River Severn 
between Bewdley and Titton Brode to communicate with a canal to be made 
from the River Trent to the River Mersey, and was empowered to acquire 
lands for the various purposes of the —". Tn pursuance of the Sy ees 
conferred by this Act the company e the canal, and as part of their 
undertaking became of land abutting on the River Severn at 
Stourport, in the county of Worcester. The River Severn at this point is 
navigable, but non-tidal. In April, 1905, the defendants moored several 
vessels to part of the conipany’s land at Stourport, and refused to remove 
these vessels when requested to do so by the company. The company 
then brought this action. For the plaintiffs it was contended that there is 
no right at common law to moor in non-tidal waters on the soil of another 
(Hickman v. Maisey, 44 Soutcrrors’ Journat 326 ; 1900, 1 Q. B. 752), and 
that if this right does not exist at common law it cannot be acquired 
by the public either by user or custom or by dedication. It 
was further contended that a riparian owner has an absolute 
right of access to his land at any point, and that he can stop 
the blocking of that access. For the defendants it was urged that 
the right of navigation gives a right to moor where necessary. It was also 
urged that although there is no common law right to moor indefinitely, 
such a right can be acquired (Attorney-General v. Wright, 46 W. R. 85; 
1897, 2 Q. B. 318), and that in this case this right had been acquired by 
the public by dedication of the company. 

Joyce, J., in giving a considered judgment, said that persons navigating 
a navigable river can moor, if , for a reasonable time, but not for 
such a time as to obstruct the riparian owner's right of access to and from 
the river. A riparian owner on a navigable river an exclusive right of 
access. It is said that the company has yey to the public the right to 
moor by dedication. The com; could not dedicate such user to the 

ublic. Where the riparian owner is a oepeny dedication by user cannot 
made if such user be inconsistent with the object of the company. The 
injunction must, therefore, be granted.—CounsgL, Hughes, K.C., Stuart 
Moore ; Younger, K.C., and Gatey. Soricrrors, Ulithorne, Currey, ¢ Co., for 


| Neve, Cresswell, & Sparrow, Wolverhampton ; Ford $ Ferd, for W. W. A. 


Tree, Worcester. 
[Reported by P. Jonx Boxanp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
WHEATLEY v. SMITHERS AND ANOTHER. Div. Court. 24th May. 
ParTNeRsHirp—Bitt or Excoance—Avuctionser—TRapinc Fren. 


This was an appeal from the City of London County Court. The action 
was upon a bill of exch for £50 accepted by one Alcock in the name 
of the firm (Smithers & Alcock) of which he was a partner. The county 
court judge found (1) that the partnerehip, for the purpose of carrying on 
the business of auctioneers, was not a caltee 
which the bill was accepted was outside the partnership business (3) that 
Alcock had no express authority from Smithers to accept the bill ; (4) that 
Alcock purposely concealed such acceptance from Smithers. Ina accord- 
ance with these findings the judge entered judgment for the defendant, 
Smithers, with costs. Co for the appe ant said that it would not be 
disputed that the firm would be liable on the bill under the circumstances if 
the firm had been a — firm, and he submitted it was a trading firm. 
There was no direct authority on it, eneechey! wy ey the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, auctioneers were included amongst of 
schedule of that Act provides: ‘‘ Alum makers, a 

persons using the trade of merchandize by way of commission 
- . « persons who, either for themselves or as agen 
cheir living by buying or selling . . .’ shall come within the descrip- 
tion of ers. Under the Companies Acts only trading firms can borrow 
without express authority being given by the memorandum of association 
or articles of association. It has held in General Auction Estates Co. 
v. Smith (1891, 3 Ch, 432) that that company, which carried on the business 
of neers, was a trading company. unsel for the respondent was not 
called upon to argue, 
Tre Cover (Rrptey and Darina, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Ruey, J., in giving judgment, said he was not to differ from 
the finding of the county court j Auctioneers carried oa a bu 
but the term business was wider than the term trade, as clearly 
by Willes, J., in Harris v. Amery (L. R. 1 0, P. 154). Because auctioneers 
had been called traders for a oe pom | the Bankruptoy Act, 1869, 
that was no reason why they be so for all purposes. 








e, to do work connected with the vessel. The | 


Dante, J,, conourred.—Oounset, Cairns; B. Palmer, Sorrerrors, 
John Snith ; Downer § Johnson. 
[Reported by Mavatos N. Davogver, Bsq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


and Owen; Powell, K.C., and Addington 


ano: SS that the matter for” 
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WILKINSON AND ANOTHER v. LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE 
RAILWAY CO. Div, Court, 25th May. 


Ramuways—Necuicence—Sprecrat Conrract—Conpitions — RAILWAY AND 
Canat Trarric Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 31), s. 7. 


This was an appeal from the County Court of Manchester. The 
plaintiffs were commercial travellers in the cigar trade travelling in the 
re course of their business, and were so to the knowledge of the 
defendant company. ‘The plaintiffs took third-class and saloon return 
tickets from Huddersfield to Belfast, subsequently altered by payment of 
excess fares to second class. At Fleetwood the defendant company took 
— two square wood boxes, two cane travelling cases, and one skip, 
of which the plaintiffs were owners. The plaintiffs went on the boat 
leaving with one of the defendants’ servants the articles mentioned 
to be brought from the railway to the boat. On arriving at Belfast 
the skip was not delivered to the plaintiffs, and they were 
informed by the defendants it had been dropped into the sea, 
The skip contained the articles enumerated in the particulars of 
claim and was being used by the two plaintiffs jointly. The claim 
which was for £52 1s. 8d., was admitted so far as amount was concerned, 
but the defendant company denied all liability. The contract 
was contained in the railway ticket and the defendant company’s time 
book, p. 165 of which contains the following statement: ‘‘ Passenger»’ 
luggage.—Commercial travellers are allowed to take with them, free of 
charge, the undermentioned quantities of luggage—viz., first-class 3 cwt., 
second-class 2 cwt., third-class if cwt., per passenger, on the condition 
that the a yd is relieved from all liability for loss, damage, misdelivery, 
or delay.’’ The county court judge gave judgment for the plaintiffs. Section 
7 of the Railway and Canal c Act, 1854, is as follows: ‘*‘ Every such 
company . shall be liable for the loss - . of any articles, 

8, or things in the receiving, forwarding, or delivermg thereof 
occasioned by the neglect or default of such company or its servants. 
- « + Provided also that no special contract between such company 
and any other parties respecting the receiving, forwarding, or delivering 
of ped - es articles, goods, or things shall be binding upon 
or affect any such party unless the same be signed by him or 
by the person delivering such articles, goods, or things respectively for 
carriage.’’ Counsel for the appellant said that by section 2 of the Act of 
1854 the company’s liability to carry goods as common carriers had been 
extended, but by the appellant company’s Act of 1892 the company was 
not obliged to carry goods of a non-perishable nature other, than by goods 
train, unless the goods came within the description of passengers’ personal 
1 . [All other railway companies have similar Acts.] It would not 
be disputed that the articles lost did not come within the description of 

luggage, and the company could not be compelled to carry them 
yy passenger train; but under a special contract with the commercial 
travellers they agreed to carry them by passenger train subject to the 
conditions set out above. Such a special contract did not come within 
section 7, which only applied to cases where the company was under an 
obligation to carry the goods either at common law or by section 2. 
This construction of the section was foreshadowed in Dizon v. Great 
Northern Railway Co. (18 Q. B. D. 176), and this was the principle of the 
decision in Stone v. Midland Railway Co. (1903, 1 K. B. 741). Wills, J., 
there held that where a company agreed to ‘tailors’ clothing’’ by 
roy etapa (their statutory liability was confined to carriage by goods 
train) could be no breach of section 90 of the Railway Clauses (om- 
solidation Act, 1845, because that section, which substantially enacted that 
all traders should be put on an equality, only referred to contracts for the 
of goods which the company was obliged to carry. The judgment 
of Wills, J., on the point was quoted with approval when the case went to 
the Court of Appeal. Secondly, the respondents were trying to 
approbate and reprobate, which the court would not permit. They 
must either accept the contract in its entirety or reject it in its entirety. 
Counsel for the respondents said that the short answer to the argu- 
ment was that section 7 did not either expressly or impliedly limit 
the obligation of the railway company. Moreover, the principle 
of the decision in Stone's case was not that which had been stated. It was 
not a case of inequality at all. The company quoted to all traders a 
certain rate for collecting from house to house; Stone chose to deliver his 
goods himself at the station. The company, while quite willing to collect, 
would make no rebate because Stone chose to save them the trouble. 

Tue Covet (Kexnepy and Bray, JJ.), dismissed the appeal. 

Kewwnezpy, J., in the course of his judgment, said that he could find 
nothing in section 7 which would force him to the construction that when 
goods were “‘ received and forwarded ’’ by a means of conveyance which 
the company was not under a statutory obligation to provide, although 
under a statutory obligation to provide some means of conveyance, there- 
fore the company could attach conditions to the contract, not signed by 
the other party in accordance with the terms of the section. Stone's case 
was not in oeiak. 

Bray, J., concurred.— Counsrr, 0. 4. Russell, K.0., and Spencer Hogg ; 
Montague Shearman, K.C., and Holman Gregory. Soricrrors, Woodcock, 
Ryland, & Parker, for A. de C. Parmiter, Manchester; Upton & Britton, for 
Wilmshurst & Stones, Huddersfield. 


[Reported by Mavnice N. Davcquer, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. } 
BIRKENHEAD UNION v. BROOKES. Div. Court. 25th May. 


Poor Law — Mamrzexance — Pavrzr — Lecacy —Gvanrpians’ Riont To 
ecover Exrenses—Oommow Law Lianmiry—Five Years’ Arrrarns— 
aToTony Bicut—Poor Law (Amenpmewr) Acr, 1849 (12 & 13 Vicr, 

c. 103), s. 16. 


Appeal by the defendant from a decision of the county court judge 








sitting at Birkenhead, who had held that the guardians were entitled to 
paid by him a sum of £87 and costs, in all £116, for his support and majp. 
tenance for a a of five years during which he had been an inmate of 


the Birke Union, the pauper having lately come into property w, 
between £200 and £300. e coped of the appeal was that the gu == 
by section 16 of the Poor Law (Amendment) Act, 1849, could only recoygy 
for twelve months’ support, and that, there being no contract, express op 
implied, which would make the pauper liable at common law, the judgment 
appealed from was wrong. e authorities on this point, which werg 
summarized in Re Rhodes (44 Ch. D. 94), shewed that in all cases where g 
person as to whom a contract was implied that person was under some 
contractual disability. On that ground the decision in Re Clabbon (1904 
2 Ch. 465) could be distinguished. In that case this common law principle 
was held to extend to the case of an infant pauper who became entitled to 
property, and the guardians of the poor who had maintained him were held 
entitled to recover to the extent of six a arrears of maintainence, [t 
was then pointed out that section 16 of the Poor Law (Amendment) Act, 
1849, which enabled poor Jaw guardians to appropriate out of the property 
belonging to the pauper the expense incu by them in maintaining him 
during the previous twelve months, left their common law right unaltered 
and gave them merely an additional security upon any property belonging 
to him for the amount expended by them during the period specified in the 
section, with power to recover the same in a summary manner. Here the 
uper was not under any disability, and was — of contracting for 
imself. He went into the workhouse compelled by want, and the 
guardians admitted him because they were bound to do so. Therefore 
no request from the pauper could be implied. Without hearing counsel 
for the jians, 

Tue Court (Riptzy and Darina, JJ.) held that the pauper’s obligation 
did not depend upon any implied consensual contract, but was imposed by 
the law on the ground of simple justice, that a person should discharge a 
debt to the State which had done something for him at a time when he 
could not do it for himself. Appeal dismissed, leave to appeal refused.— 
Counset, NW. BE. L. Child; Pickford, K.C., and Rigby Swift. Soxtcrrors, 
Blake, Heseltine, Child, § Crailsheim; A. B. Sanders, for Thompson, Hughes, 
§ Mathison. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, | 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re BRIGGS & CO, Ex parte THE TRUSTEE. Bigham, J. 29th May. 


BANKRUPTCY—PARTNERSHIP—ASSIGNMENT OF Book Dents oF THE PARTNER< 
sHIP—SIGNATURE OF Ong Partner Forcep—VAtipiry or AssIGNMENT— 
Partnersuir Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 39), s. 6. 


Motion by the trustee in bankruptcy to set aside an assignment of book 
debts of the bankrupt firm of Briggs & Co. The firm had consisted of 
father and son, the father generally was travelling, the son remained at 
the office and had charge of the financial part of the business. By the 
partnership deed the son had power to sign on behalf of the firm, but he 
had no authority to sign cheques on the firm’s banking account, 
which were always signed by the father. In August, 1905, in 
the absence of the father, the son was pressed by the respondents 
to the present motion, who were large creditors of the firm, 
and he agreed, without informing his father, to give them an assign- 
ment of book debts due to the firm. The assignment was drafted 
by the respondent’s solicitor and was headed: ‘‘An indenture made 
between R. B. Briggs and H. R. Briggs, trading as cork retailers, under 
the style or firm of Briggs & Co.” It purported to be signed 
by R. B. Briggs and H. R. Briggs separately, but it was admitted that 
the signature of R. B. Briggs, the father, was a forgery. The son never 
told his father of the assignment and absconded soon after executing it. 
The firm became bankrupt, and a trustee was appointed who now sought 
to set aside this assignment as not having been duly executed. 

Bicuam, J., held that the assignment was duly executed. It had been 
executed for the purposes of the partnership business by the son, a partner 
having authority to deal with the book debts for the purposes of the 
partnership business. He had authority to execute it so as to bind the 
firm. The assignment was binding on the firm by virtue of section 6 of 
the Partnership Act, 1890, having been executed in a manner shewing an 
intention to bind the firm by a person thereto authorized—viz., a partner. 
Application dismissed.—CovunseL, Wootten; Davis. Sorscrrons, Irvine, 
Borroman, § Browne; M. E. Welliams § Co. 


|Reported by P. M. Francke, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








The fourth sitting of the Bankruptey Law Committee was held on the 
23rd inst. at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. Muir Mackenzie presiding. 
The committee proceeded with the taking ofsevidence, the witnesses 
examined being Mr. Edward William Forward, the vice-president of the 
Hull Incorporated Law Society, and Mr. E. V, Longstaffe, a member of 
the firm of Messrs. Dod, Longstaffe, Son, & Fenwick, solicitors to the 
Association of Trade Protection Societies of the United Kingdom. 


Mr. Justice Sutton, the Attorney-General, and the Solicitor-General 
were entertained on Saturday at the Im Restaurant, at a joint 
congratulatory dinner by the members of the North-Eastern Circuit (of 
which all three were lately members) in celebration of their recent appoint- 
ments, Mr. Tindal Atkinson, K.C., presided ; and a considerable number 
of both the past and the present members of the circuit assembled, among 
them being Mr. Justice Ridley, Judge Raikes, Judge Hans Hamilton, 
Justice Sir John Edge, and Mr. Milvain, K.C, 
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Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Debating Society. 


The annual dinner of this society was held on Monday at the Hotel 
Mr. Justice a presided, . 
responding to the toast of ‘‘ The Bench and the Bar,’’ proposed by 
wit, © Caiwooun Hart, Mr. Justice Watron said he was convinced 
that law students’ debating societies fulfilled a very useful and important 
function, in that they taught men to “‘ think on their legs.”” He disagreed 
with the view, which had been frequently expressed of late, that the legal 
ession afforded no good opening for young men. 

Mr. McCatt, K.C., in responding for the bar, said he was interested in a 
recent statement in the Zimes that Mr. Horatio Bottomley had asked the 
Attorney-General whether the Government would not endeavour to intro- 
duce a Bill for the purpose of giving all litigants a right to damages 
against counsel who did not “‘turn up” to time. If the bar had really 
required a process of reconstruction, Mr. Bottomley would have been the 
man for it, and if the bar had really required to be wound up, Mr. 
Bottomley would have found a most congenial sphere of operation. But 
the bar as he knew it did not require to be either reconstructed or 
wound up. 

Mr. cee Barker responded to the toast of “‘The Law Society,” 


— by Mr. Hucu Tuompson. 

OnareMan, in proposing ‘‘ The Law Students’ Debating Society,” 
said that debating societies were a great help to men who would make a 
mark in their profession. He advised his hearers not to speak too often 
nor too quickly, and to remember that extraordinary diligence and 
ordinary intelligence would enable them to surmount most of the diffi- 
culties which they would meet with in their profession. 

Mr, P. B. Henperson, hon. secretary, responded. aa 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 

Mr. A. O, Forsrzr Bourton, M.P., barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Prosecuting Counsel to the Post Office at the Central Criminal Court, in 
succession to Mr. H. ©. Biron, recently appointed a metropolitan 
magistrate. 





Information Required. 


Caarntes HoLexovse Bousrretp, Esquire, of No. 40, Elvaston-place, 
Kensington, died on the 12th of March last, aged 84 years. In conse- 
quence of illness his very considerable estate had toy managed by 
committees since 1901. In 1900 and previously he had on several occasions 
stated that his will would be found with Messrs. Glyn, his bankers, but it 
was not so found, In 1901 the committees found in a disused drawer a 
will in his own handwriting, duly executed and attested, dated 1871, 
another will, properly completed, dated 1885, and a draft of it. Also, in 
testator’s handwriting, an incomplete draft of a will undated, which, from 
internal evidence, must have been written by him#in or about the year 
1893. The will of which this was a draft was probably executed in the 
presence of stockbrokers or bankers or City friends of the deceased, and 
any information leading to the discovery of this or any later Will will be 
suitably rewarded.—Boxall & Boxall, 22, Chancery-lane, W.C., solicitors 
for certain of the next-of-kin. 





General. 


Though nearly eighty-one, Lord Halsbury, says the Daily Mail, is 
devoting five or six hours a day to the work on English law which he set 
himself some time ago—a work which involves labour sufficient to daunt 
a aon oot half his age. But the ex-Lord Chancellor looks upon it as 
recreation. 


Dr. Boyes, the county court registrar and magistrate’s clerk, discovered 
on Tuesday morning last, says the Daily Mail, that his house and offices at 
Barnet were on fire, and in his efforts to overcome the flames before the 
arrival of the fire brigade he was nearly suffocated. The premises were 
alight in three separate rooms, in one of which were kept valuable official 
documents. The fire is said to be the work of one who bears a grudge 
against the registrar. 


The report of the Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs, and Trade- 
marks for the year 1905, which has just been issued, states that while 
considerable development was made in speed-gear and wheel tyres of 
motor-cars, there was a remarkable falling off in all other forms of loco- 
motion, including railways and tramways, road vehicles, cycles, and flying 
machines, On the other hand, there was an increase, to the extent of 81 
vd cent.,in the number of inventions relating to railway signalling, 

gely due to the unfortunate occurrence of several “ tu mysteries *’ 
during the year. 

On Wednesday last, in the House of Commons, Sir Henry Campbell- 
Bannerman, in reply to a question by Mr. Nield, said that there was little 

rospect of a Bill introduced this session to deal with se of 
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to say. Mr. Nield: In view of the fact it would be non-party and 
non-controversial in character, gentleman not see his 


could the t hon. 
way to give some facilities for such a Bill? H. Campbell- Bannerman : 
I do not know who is to judge of a Bill being non-controversial. By very 
recent experience it would require some supreme authority to say where 
that term shall be applied. 


At the recent contest to fill the twenty-four vacancies upon the Bar 
Council, the following candidates have declared duly elected: Mr. 
C. M. Warmington, K.C., Mr. E. Tindal Atkinson, K.C., Mr. W. Pick- 
ford, K.C., Mr. W. F. K. Taylor, K.C., Hon. E. C. 7m re} K.C., 
Mr. W. English i K.C., Mr. John Scott Fox, K.C., Robert 
Cecil, K.C., M.P.; Mr. N. Micklem, K C., M.P., Mr. Montague Shear- 
man, K.C., Mr. George Cave, K.C., M.P.; Mr. R. B. D. Acland, K.C., 
Mr. George Borthwick, Mr. Henderson, Mr. Boydell Houghton, 
Mr. J. Edward H. Benn, Mr. H. W. Disuey, Mr. Sidney A. T. Rowlatt, 
Mr. J. A. Hawke, Mr. Claude Douglas-Pennant, Mr. E. Percival Clarke, 
Mr. L., W. Byrne, Mr. E. H. Chapman, and Mr. Basil B. Watson. 


On Wednesday in last week a paper was read by Sir Edward Fry before 
the British Academy on “ the rights of neutrals as illustrated by recent 
events.” Pag * first ere he Ste a bates oor or pons ; waity 
mander of a ship-of-war belonging to a t power cou! 
injury to a neutral ship on the ground of his capntelon that she was a 
belligerent. On this point he maintained that a commander of a ship-of- 
war was not justified in injuring a neutral vessel on any ground but the 
actual misconduct of the neutral, and that he could not justify such 
injury on any ground of suspicion. The second question was as to how 
far belligerents could enlarge their rights against neutrals by the introduc- 
tion of novel instruments and methods of warfare. With regard to this 
point he was of opinion that, whilst belligerents were entitled as against 
neutrals to all the rights hitherto recognized by international law, they 
could not enlarge those rights by the introduction of novel instruments or 
methods of warfare, and if these could not be used without the inflic- 
tion of additional burdens on neutrals they could not lawfully be used at 
all. The third Cpe related to in 9 See aa 4 Selliowent . 
messages relating to military or naval o sent its 
means of wireless telegraphy. The answer to this question, whether in 
civil or international law, should be that the sender of such messages must 
send them at his risk, and that if the means which he possessed of secur- 
ing secrecy were not adequate, he must suffer the evils of that publicity of 
which he was the first author. 


Sir Edward Fry writes to the Times to point out that the case of Dart- 
ford Brewery Co. v. The Quarter Sessions for Middlesex ante, p. 
441), and other decisions there referred to, shew that before the com- 
mittee of the quarter sessions can refuse the licence to one of several 
public-houses they must have before them differentiating evidence—i.c., 
evidence to shew why one of several houses should be closed and the others 
left open. From this, of course, it follows that where there are two public- 
houses in close proximity, with no difference in their merits or demerits, 
the quarter sessions must grant both though one is enough for 
the public convenience. If the courts should hereafter decide that the 
differentiating evidence must be substantial evidence, and establish a real 
and important difference between the two, the result will be a very serious 
diminution of the power of the licensing committee, for it is quite common 
to find several small houses of the same class and character clustered 
together in some nook or corner of a village. He adds: ‘I am not pre- 
sumptuous enough to argue that the decisions in question are erroneous, 
but 1 am suggesting that ——- which leads to such conclusions is 
faulty. For surely if a public-house is proved to be needless for the con- 
venience of the public, and the justices in their discretion desire to close it, 
the case is adequately made out, and it is needless to inquire whether the 
closing of sy i night be would be as Pete — 80 ; or eke 
compensation fun t be more usefully em: some other 
the county. It wil, Sockeye, be suggested that differents evidence is 

of one over another owner ; but if the 


required to exclude undue 
justices can be trusted at surely they may be trusted in this respect.” 








To Execvrors.—VALUATIONS FOR Pronats.—Messrs, Watherston & Son, 
Jewellers, Goldsmiths, and Silversmiths to H.M. The King, pM emery 
(leading from Regent-street to Burlington-gardens - 
London, W., Value, Purchase, or 
Family Distribution, late of Pall 
Gallery.—[Apvr.] 


The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week. 
at 3: Valuable 


June 5.—Mr. Eowrm J, Grupsrs, at the = 
Freehold Properties at Clacton-on-Sea. adver May 3, p. vii.) 

June 7.—Messrs. H. E. Fostrr & Cranriep, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Shares, and 
Policies. (See advertisements, May 26, p. ix.) 

June 7.—Mr. Groner F. Hagnteror, at the Mart, at 2: Choice Freehold Building Sites, 
within a few minutes’ walk of Beckenham Junction ; 


East, adjoining the National 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, May 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1s CHANCERY. 


Bromizy Couurery, Liurtep - Petn for winding up, presented May 23, directed to be heard 
at the Guildhall, Wells, June 19, at 11. Inskip & Son, Bristol, eolors for ers. Notice 
¢ appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

une 

CariBoo Gop Fretps, Linrrap—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their 
names Fo addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert F Stoy, 115, 


ContisentTaL Caré axp Restaurant, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before June 
23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
be Ro! m, 177, Newport rd, Cardiff Robertson, Cardiff, solor for liquidator 

Davip Kiupeatey & Sons Toot Mayvuractvatxe Co, Limitep (in Votuntany Liquipa- 
TIoN)—Creditors are required, on or before June 15, to send their names and addresees, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James William Bray Brown, Prudential 
bidgs, Corporation st, Birmingham. Jaques & Sons, Birmingham, solors for company 

Havawa Exroraicity Co, Limttep (1x Liqurpatios)—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Thomas Claxton. Finsbury pymnt House 

Srzamsuip Sayprizip Co, Lintep-Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Turton, 44. Leadenhall st. Botterell & Roche, 8t Mary axe, solors for liquidator 

Tramways Extension Syxpicate, Limitzp—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, 
to send their names and addresses, and the i of their debts or claims, to 
Edward Davis, 5, London Wall bldgs, Finsbury circus. Leslie & Co, Liverpool, solors 
for liquidator 

London Gazette.—Tursvay, May 29, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTEep 1x CHANCERY. 


Bremacuam Lorry Co, Linrtep (1s Votustary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before June 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to John Dunbar, 172, Holliday st, Birmingham. Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham, 
solors for liquidator 

Baitisa Case Syypicate, Linrrep— Creditors are required, on or before June 28, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to David 
ey ore Honeyman, 18, St Swithin’s lo, Jacksons & Co, Coleman st,.solors for 


Discoverer’s Fixaxce Corporation, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before June 
1g, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Jermyn Ford and John Robertson, 81, C 5 
solor for liq y. a ol nD. Cannon st. Dunderdale, London wall, 


west CueetuamM, Limtrep (1s LiguipaTionx)—Creditors are reguired, on or before Aug 1 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or deme 0s 
ee Harrower, College hill. Kennedy & Co, Abchurch In, solors for 

Forziax Mixes Prospectixe Eyxpicate, Limrrep - Creditors are required, on or before 

July 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

to John Montague Hamilton, Suffolk House, Laurence Pountney hill 
Gausive, Barnes, & Co, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 

Henry Barker, Market pl, Ashton under Lyne. Buckley & Co and Ives, both of Staly- 

ennte. s solors = Mauitohers 
RGE Hopper »s, Limitep —Petn for winding up, presented May 26, directed to be 
heard at the Court Houre, Bridge rd, Stockton on Tees, June 1s, atl1. Bell & Co, 
2 House, Queen Victoria st, for Downey, Stockton on Tees, solor for petner. 
ed of eens must reach the above-na not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon une 


Inisa Cive Co, Liurep—Petn for winding up, presented May 23, directed to be heard 
June 13. Marsden & Co, Old Cavendish st, solora for petners. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 12 

Norn Osmessy Coat Burpiy Soctzty, Liuitep -Creditors are required, on or before 


July 7, to send their names and addresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Ses Westgarth, Middlesbrough 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette,—F rivay, May 18. 
Goopwix, Aticz Maun, Langley, nr G e, Q land, Australia Oct 20 Goodwin 
v Goodwin, Farwell, J Sherrington, Bedford row 
London Gasette.—Turspay, May 22. 


Bisuor, Eowarp Watiace, Hassocks, Sussex, Pianoforte Manufacturer June 23 Bishop 
v Maskell, Join st, Bedford row 

Wit11ams, Janes, Abercarfeu, Cardigan, Farmer June 26 Williams vy Williams, Swinfen 
Eady, J pot & Morrell, Bedford row 








Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Garette,—Turspay, May 22. 
Apkixs, Faerpesick, Staverton, Northampton, Builder July 1 Roche, Daventry 
Atiison, Eiies, Cardiff June Btephens & Co, Cardiff 
Brock, Mary Axx, Clacton on Bea June? Prior, Colchester 
Canres, Wittiam Hexny, Totterdown, Bristol, Tailor June 30 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 
Crzaves, Axx, Napton on the Hill, Warwick July 1 Roche, Daventr 
Coriizs, Loxz, +, Lanes, Confectioner June 25 Clegg, Rochdale 
Conconax, Parnicn, Arden st, Battersea Park 1d ~~ fmith & Co, London wall 
Cazw, Exiza, Brimpefield, Glos Junei6 Lambert & Hale, Queen Victoria st 
Cazwz, Hvuco Hazrve, Brockenhurst June 1s Clowes & Go, King’s Bench walk, Temple 
Capetiens: er Saunas ALexaspenr, Byston Vicarage, Norfolk June 30 Rackham, 
Cumuisas, Wiztam James, Toxteth Park, Liverpool, Commercial Traveller June 27 

Whi & Co, Liv 

Datevuris, Janse Tuonsn, Wooler, Northumberland JuneiS Percy & Son, Alnwick 
Dixox, Witztam Hexey, Little Sutton, nr Chester June 30 Bovte & Co, Mauchester 
eee” ~-—) ee Astuvn, Shottermil), Surry Aug 11 Cunliffes & Davenport, 


Exon, Bicuany, Kingston on Thames Junei6 March & Co, Kingston on Thames 
Drenaer, Loviss Euity, Small Beath, Birmingham June 30 Price & Atkins, Bir- 
mingharo 





June 2, 1906, 


Frtroy, Jony, Southport, Lancs June 30 Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 

Gaviacuer, Mary Any, Bramley, Yorks June 20 George, Newtown, Montgomery 

Garpyer, Sauvzt, Bedlington, Northumberland June 20 Brett, Morpeth 

Goway, —— Hawmi.ton, Henderborough, Halwill, Devon July 1 Hores & Co, Lincolp’s 
inno fle 

Garis, WiiuiaM Samvet, Leyton June 30 Freeman, Leyton - 

Haas, Hexpaix Qunistaan, Fenchurch st, Tobacc> Merchant June 30 Rivington & Soa, 

‘enchur ea 

Henriques, ape all Caarues Conen, Kingston, Jamaica June 30 William Wilag 
and C C Munton, Kingston, Jamaica Y 

Ho.iaxpv, Mariya, Little Hallingbury, Essex June 23 Bullock, Winslow 

Jonzs, Jou, Liverpool June 30 Ayrton & Co, Liverpoo 

Kemp, Mary Jane, South Shore, Blackpx0l June 2i Ascroft, Blackpool 

Leaca, Joux, West Norwood July 10 Cook, Gracechurch st , 

Lister, Epwin Jonny, Mirfield, Yorks, Card Clothiog Manufacturer June 30 Armitage 
& Co, Huddersfield 





Marunsox, Westen ALExanpeR, Blundellsands, Lancs June 14 Teebay & Lynch, 
vi 


erpo: 4 
Marragwaan, Wittiam, Marsh, Huddersfield June 30 Armitage & C», Hudderafield 
Meg, Agtuur Epwarb, Manchester, Merchant June 30 Rylance & Sons, Manchester 
Norman, Jonny Samuet, Arminger rd, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Insurance Agsnt 
June 30 Algar, Abcharch In ; 
Norripes, Emity Auicia, Richmond Juns3) Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 
Norra.t, Even Louisa, Birmingham June 2% Pepper & Co, Birmingham 
Pamer, Sir Epwix Mitrorp, KCB, KCMG, Cairo June 20 Lee & Pemberton» 
Lincoln's inn fields 








Parker, Janz, Low Bentham, Yorks May 30 Thomp & Co, L t 

Preston, James, Bolton, Watchmaker June19 P & J Kevan, Bolton ; 
Pricnasp, Mary Exizasers, Bishopston, Bristol June 30 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 
Rzip, James, Beckenham June25 Mayo & Co, Draper’s gdns 

Rozerrs, Rey James CLarke, Ryton Shifnal, Staffs June 25 Mayo & Co, D ’ gdns 
Rostnsox, Evizabeta Hannan, Brook Green June25 Mayo & Co, Dra 3 

Rosinson, WiLL1AM. Huddersfield, Surgeon June30 Armi' & Uo, Huddersfield 
Row .es, Marrna, Denmark rd, Ealing June 18 Lambert & Hale, Queen Victoria st 
Rownwacies, Epwarp, Reydon, Suffolk June 15 Cooper, Southwold, Suffolk 

Sarr, Sypyry, Grove Park, Kent July 1 Valpy & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields B: 
Turner, Jonn, New Wortley, Leeds, Butcher June4 Hutley, Leeds 


Wessrer, W1L11AM, Kingston upon Hull June 25 Roberts, Hull s 
Wueatcey, Cataarine Marcaret Crazy, Newcastle upon Tyne Junel Keenlyside & 
Forster, Newcastle upon Tyne 








Woopuovuse, Rev Farperick Cuaries, Folkestone June 23 AD & LJ D Brockman, AppLeto 

Folkestone Cour 

Wrywy, Cuartorre, Ch riton on Medlock, Manchester July18 Hart Dyke, Duchy of BasNasl 

Lancaster Office Pet 
Bexser’ 

London Gazette.—Frivay, May 25. Apr 

Apaxs, James Wricut, Beeston, Notts June5 Ford, Nottingham sage 
Asntvs, Tuomas, Reddish, Lancs, Mechanic June 15 oolfenden, Dentor, at Baows 

Manchester BOWN, 
Ba.pwiy, Exocu, Gt Malvern June 26 Watson, Stourport Burke, 
Barker, Henry, Aston, Warwick June 25 Rowlands & Co, Bir gham 
Boones, : ‘ccmteamed Shap, Westmorland, Farmer July 3 Bleaymire & Shepherd, Bunks, 

enrit P 
Barnett, Mary Ayn, Tunbridge Wells June 30 Robb, Tunbridge Wells Busto 
BartLetr, Rowtanp, St Paul’s,Cheltenham June9 Dighton, Cheltenham P 
Baynes, Cnarcorre, Bishop’s Stortford June 12 Gee & Sons, Bishop's Stortford Buxro: 
Beproro, Rev Henry, Canterbury June 24 Knapp-Fisher, Buckingham gate, West- 

minster : : BYRYE 
Bexsoy, Estaer Eviza, Uppor Norwood June 16 Speechly & Co, New sq, Lincolo’s izn 
Benyox, Sanaw AmEtiA, Feltham June 25 Hopgoods & Dowson, Spring gdns CayzE 
Brows ow, CaTuerine Grorotana Evizapetu, Drayton ter, South Kensington June 23 

Peacock & Goddard, South sq, ae inn : CLARK 
Burts, Samus, Brondesbury June 4 arker & C2, St Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill _ 

Byers, Resecca, Kirkby Stephen, Westmorland J uly 3 Bleaymire & Shepherd, Penrith Coren 
Cueare, Grace Mary, Hessle, Yorks June26 W & WS Drawbridge, Scarborough 

Cuitts, Sanau, Wick, Wick and Abson,Glos June 24 Bush & Bush, Bristol Cras! 
Cores, Josepu, Uxbridge, Linen Draper July 5 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge K 
Conrnetox, Jase, Boston, Lincs June 30 ite & Son, Boston Daw 
Cooke, Henry, North Retford, Notts, Yeoman July9 Jones & Wells, East Retford F 
Cooxsoy, Tuomas, Poulton le Fylde, Lancs, Farmer Junel6é Gaulter, Fleetwood — Ecxe 
Cornisu, CuarLes Jouy, Chiswick Mall July7 Lewis & Co, Albany ct yd, Piccadilly 

Courtenay, Epwagp James, Naval and Military Club, Piccadilly June 28 Freeman & Gorse 

Co, Cannon street Houze H A 
Dama, a Tamerton Foliott, Devon, Farmer June 9 Woollecombe & Sons, ar 

ymout 
Day, Cano.ive Any,Southampton June 30 Green & Co, Southampton a 
Drew, Mary, North Tawton, Devon June 30 Goss, North Tawton Han 
uxt, Wittiam Georce. Halstead, Draper July 2 Morton & Son, Halstead, Essex 
E.uis, Aurrev, Aldershot, Dra; June 20 Foster, Aldershot Has 
Ex.ey, Many, Chickenley, nr Dewsbury June22 Simpson, Dewsbury 
Feasen, Joun Haner, 4 Southwark st, Oil and Colour acturer June 25 Fraser & Hot 

2, st, 0 8 

Feenxca, Wituiam Francis, Bethune rd, Stamford Hill, Dock Superintendent Aug 1 Ho 

Hillearys, Broadway, Stratford 
Frost, Maey Axx, Tiverton July 2 Carpenter, Tiverton, Devon Jac 
Syow, Jemima, Tiverton July2 Ca ter, Tiverton, Devon 
Gissos, Davip Beosir, Ashey, I of July 1 Druces & Attlee, Billiter eq ene Lu 
Goppagp, CAROLINE, Newbury, Berks June 23 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Haxsury, Lovisa Marcaret, Hove June 24 Cockburn & Son, Brighton Ly 
Hanon, Eviza, St Paul’s rd, Camden sq Juse 80 Newton & Co, Finsbury circus 
Haxzt, Martin, Bri , Staffs, Farmer Jane 25 Russell & Son, Lichfield M 
ae I Wicursm Hesrzy, Woodhouse, Handsworth, Butcher June 24 Tofield, 
Hosxis, Samuzy, Brampton. Chesterfield July 10 Wm Ad ington, Brampton Chesterfield N 
Huret, Witt14m, Bolton, Machinist July 7 Holdens & Cannon, Bolton N 
duvvanes, Wituiam, Argoed, nor, Glam, Farmer June 25 Gwyn & Gwyn, 

Jowbridge ; 
Kervoor, Joun, Abergele, Denbigh June 23 Crabbe, Abergele : ¥: 
Lucky, Binow CLaxtom Olitton, ristol, Confectioner June 30 Poynton, Bristol 0 
Martvean, Faeornicn, Woking Jane 16 Bird & Bird, Gray’s ian 4 
Norvex, Witttam Goopwis, Buckhurst Hill, Essex, Costuméer June 30 Stevens & P 

Mager, King st, Chea) e 
Portes, SaRan, Chiswick July2 Richardson & Sadlers, Golden sq fF 
Porres, Many Anw, Halton rd, Canonbury June 25 Powell, Essex st, Strand 
Rirtey, Geonce Tuomas, 8t Heien's, Lancs June 29 Hill 5 
Rircoum, Davip WituiAM Raleigh gdns, Brixton hill, Ship Broker June 28 Freeman & 


Co, Cannon st House 
Rows, Geonae Witiiam, Bedford ct mans June 30 Powell, Manchester ] 
Surrn, Fevsx, Halesowen, Worcester June 30 Homfray & Co, Halesowen 
Suivn, Wixivern, Dewsbury June7 Peace, Dewsbury ‘ 
Suooray, James, Ockenden 11, Isl ngton July 6 Chubb & Pettitt, New ct, Lincolo’s ino 
Srexce, Jou, Brompton, nr Scar h June 26 W & W 8 Drawbridge, Scarborough 


Taree, Huesay Tuomas, Whitley Bay, Northumberland June 15 Ward, Newcastle on 

yne 

Wansae, Wussee, Burton on Trent, Bootmaker June 23 Tomlinson & Wardle, Burton 
on Tren j 

Waxes, Pati, Southern Nigeria June 40 Downey & Linnell, Conduit st 
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Watros, maceaee Pencrvat, Preston, Lancs June 22 Bridgman & Co, College hill, 
Camo! 
, Manta, Oasery rd, Old Kent rd, Surrey June 24 Pearce & Sons, — st 
esc, EvizaBerTa, Acock's Green, Yardley, Worcester Juae 28 Pritchard, 
Birmingham 


tT, Georae, Wood In, Highgate June 25 Maples & Co, Fcederick’s p!, Old Jewry 
bel Gzorce, Whitworth, nr Rochdate June 28 Clegg, ale 
Warraxer, Sanat Jane, Leeds June 23 Tempest, Leeds 
Witkin, Isaac, Micklethwaite, nr Bingl oom, Mo a 39 Laycock, Bingley 
Wier, Many, Dorking June 23 Down 
London Gazette. iene Prd 29. 
Braxert, Som as, Bampton, Westmorland, Yeoman June 28 Arnison & Co, Pearith 
Canepa, Mass, ! East Jarrow, Durham, Grocer June 19 Btob» & Livingston, New- 
le upon Tyne 
Coleman, Many, Amersham, Bucks June 24 Guillaume & Sons, ao fe 
Jase, Lozells, Aston juxta Birmingham July2 Rowley & Co, Birmingham 
Coxp, Epwagp, baston, Coachbuilder June 3) Johnson & C., Birmingham 
Daviss, Hannan, Manchester July 3 Desquesnes, Salford 
Drasste, Rut, Sheffield June 30 Smith & Co, Sheffieli 
Dessrons Euwa Licaicaray, Bath June 30 Wansey & Meade-King, Bristol 
Wruas ‘ALEXANDER, Erith, Kent July9 Batham & Son, Fowes bldgs, Gt 


Forpua, + al Wituram Kiva, Salford, Lanes, Veterinary Surgeon July 3 Desquesnes, 
Salford 
Forrascoz, Repecca, Nottingham June 30 Johnstone & William’, co" 
Gaay, Jonny Davin, Pendlebury, Lancs, pe ag July 3 Desquesnes, Salford Sat alll 
ifax 


woop, CaanLes, Sowerby Bridge, Yor June 29 “Huntriss & G 
Tao, JOHN Barney, Maney, Sutton Coldfield, Liceniséd Vieusller” l- 29 Adcock, 


ester 








Home, Lioyzt, Gt Cumberland pl_ June 15 Laude & » Conduit ss 

Jouns, Joux, Henllan, Denbigh, Farmer June 25 Foulkes- Denbigh 
Kent, Samvuet CuxseLpen, Coin St Aldwyns, Glos June 30 Holmes, Barnard Castle 
Lawton, Any, Darnall, aaa July9 Fernell, Sheffie 


Lee, Mary AvRIOL, Brighton J une 30 Griffith & Co, 
LInNELL, Jouy, jun, Reahill, Surrey June 3) Downey Fs Linnell, Conduit 


saa pee Ayn, Hayter "rd, Brixton hill Jane 2& Kendall & Co, in; st, Lincoln's 
Macxewziz, Davin Hvaues, Goodna, Queensland, Australia July 16 Minet & Co, King 
William st 


Maypwe t, Euizazers, Brighton June30 Fillmer, Bri 
Me une, WiLi14m, Fulwooa, nr Preston June 30 we eT Cooper, Preston 

Micisr, Auy Ewttys Yeates, Launceston, Cornwall June 2) Cowlard & Co, 

Mitucax, Wi.u1aM Henry, Pall Mall July 12 Garrard & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall East 
Mityraorp, Josern, JP, Buxton, Derby J i Trons. Sheff sid 

Moneay, Jouyx Faaxcis, Newcastle on etary June Morgan, L2ed« 

Morais, Geirritu, H Denbigh, Farmer June 25 Foulkes. Robe :ts,-Denbigh 
Morais, Emma Exizasera, Henllan, Denbigh June 25 Foulkes-Roberts, Den’ 
Porriock, Jonx, Cheltenham June12 Stroud, gg meen 

Rowe, Gzorce, Leighton Buzzard, Beds June 25 Newton & Caleott, Leighton Buzzard 
SANDs, Avcusta Sorpnia, Lowndesst June 30 Janson & Co, Cullege hill 

Suaw, Joux, Normanton June 30_ Barber & Co, Derby 

Sourncort, Hewry, My ered Ky Mare, Yeomin pod 20 Powell, Banwell, Somerset 
Sroxes Hewry, Little East , Maller June 30 Wade & Co, "Danmow, Essex 
Svepen, Saran, Lingards, Slaithwaite Yorks June 3) Freeman, ‘Blaih waite 
Swixyerton, WILLIAM, "Tottenhill, Norfolk, Farmer Jane 23 Mellor, Downham 


Market 
Vernon, Many Any, Birmingham Aug 31 Coley & Coley, Birmingham 


Ware, Lucy, Cheltenham June 15 Witchell, Cheltenham 
WILLING, Water Dove.ass. June 26 Wells & o South sq, Gray's inn 


ss, Teddington 
Woop, Msray, Newport, I of W June 27 Pittis, Newport, I Ww 


Birmingham 
Harvey, Sipyey Cummives, Ashton upon Mersey, Manufacturer June 30 Boote, 
Manch 








Greenwich t May 19 Ord May 19 
Ssoxer, Davin, St 
Pet May 22 Ord May 2 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasetie.—Frivay, May 25. 


Beuogns, 1LL1am Grorce, Grove ter, North End rd, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Farrier High Court Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Ape.eroy, Tuomas Stzicu, Bush In, Cannon st High eure Men 2 Doncaster, Farmer Lincoln Pet May 4 


Court Pet April 30 Ord May 22 

Bagyarp, JAMES eanene, Norwich, Baker Norwich 
Pet May 22 Ord = 

Bexyerr, H G, —— st, Merchant High Court Pet 
April 24 Ord May 22 


Ma: 


orthamptun Pet May 21 O:d May 21 


Merchant 


Brighton Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


Bsown, Cuarves, Gt + rade Joiner Gt Grimsby Pet Tayton & Co, W J, Walworth, Surrey, Builders High. 


May 21 Oid May 21 Pet May 3 Ord May 21 


Court 
ae nee, gy a ‘en Btoel Contzachve Teriey, Wicutam, Bradford, Aacountent: Bradford Pet 


ester Pet Feb7 Ord Ord May 22 


Bu y 22 
unxs, M, Whitecross st, Cheesemonger High Court Wars, Hesny Joux, Ealisbury, China Dealer Salisbury 


Pet May 2 Ord May 22 May 23 Ord May 


Pet 
Detsms, dons Janes, pare vi, Ctgham Waendewerth Wituiams, Grorce Faroetcr, Pelsall, Staffs, Stationer 


Pet May 21 Ord May 
one: ADMIRAL, Derby Derby 


Bash ed — oO eee ot st, Solicitor High Court 

et March 26 r 22 Amen‘ 3 i i 

Carzen, Mason, Piccadilly High Court Pet April 23 tok entice ebaietes Se & “ —— 
y 


Cuarke, Gzonce, Nuneaton, Warwick Coventry Pet May Marconi May it Smits, Reading Reading Pct April 19 
22 Ord Ma: 


Corer Cc, WWaltbamstow, Builder High Court Pet RECEIVING ORDER DISCHARGED. 
ril zn a 
CRABTREE, + &: Kirkby Lonsdale, Westmorland, Butcher | Hunt, Samuet Rapugy and Ersest Lucu Hust, Liscard, 
Kendal Pet May 21 Ord May 22 Chester, Provision Merchants Liverpool Ree Ord 
Rane, Zeones Joun, Wa Mae tog, Glam, Sawyer Cardiff March 3 Disc May 11 
e y. y 2 FIRST EETIN' 
Ecxersiey, Peres, Lawton, Lanes, Cycle Agent Bolton = as 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 i ppietox, Tuomas Sietcu, Bash In, Cannon st June 7 at 
Gurariz, Doxaup, Lowestoft, Monumental Mason Gt jdgs, Garey st 
Yarmouth Pet May 23 Ord May Benyett, H Wenchurch st, Merchant June 7 at 12 
Hatwoop, Witiram T, Hulme, Mavch ster, Baker Man- Bankrupte ’pldgs, Carey st 
chester Pet May 10 Ord May Buuvst, Jouy, Hardingstone, e, Northampton, Builder June 
Hamitroy, Joun, King st, Cheapuide, Tailor High Court 2 at12 Off Rec e st, Northam —= 
Pet May 2 ‘Ocd May "21 Baannay, Jounx, Denbigh, Marine Store er June 5 at 
Harais, J. Harcovet, Gauden rd, Cla ne , Civil Engineer 12 Crypt chmbrs, he row, Chester 
Wandsworth Pet April 26 ori Buraxe, M, Wh rs 
Bankrapte y bidgs, Carey — 


Hanaisox, James Meirose, Wallsead, Auctioneer New- 
Byayg, noe Henry, oa st, £olicitor June 8 at 11 
Rankruptcy bi 


on Tyne Pet May 23 Ord May 

Houinasworra, Ernest Sypney, Hensall, *vorks Wake- Carey st 
i id Pet May 22 Ord May 22 Cave.t, Herpert Tuomas Vixcent, Strand, Walmer, Fish- 
5 ee: Je L ag] Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet a Junz2atil Off Reo, 6a, Castls st, Can‘er- 
oa, B= PA Welingion, Salop, Baker Madeley Pet Cus zER, Roe. Sinatiy June 8 at 12 Bankruptcy 
Lioyp, ge en | sq, Holland Park, ~~ mes Corcaine, Gi Walthametow, Builder June 8 at 1 Bank- 
L High Court Pet May 21 Ord May 22 ldgs, Carey st 
“ SE Hicks Beacu, —o Kew gdns Croydon Dexsyy Tuowss jun, and Wiiuiam Ricaaro Dexyy, 

- ‘et March 30 Ord May hill, Streatham, Saddlers June 6 at 12.3) 
onais, James WILFaED, Daire st, Manchester sq, yp Aaiiens we oY ork rd, Westminster Bridge 

x Deiler High Court Pet May 10 Ord M Eckers.ry Peter, Lowton, Lanes, Cycle Agent June 2 at 
4yLor, CeLamas, Halifax, Coal Merchant MY alitax Pet 1 

- May 23 Ord May 23 Hoven, Mancarer, Warrington, Groxr June2atll Of 
watt, Fanny Fm dg Long Melford, Suffolk, Licensed Rec, Byrom at, Ma 

_ Victualler Colchester Pet May 19 Ord May 19 Howett, Joax, Aberaman, Ab ciao, Glam, Innkeeper 
Ssorne, Eowarp Cuaries Haroip, Bexley ws Kent, June Gat 135, 4 Se fil 

0 Solicitor Rochester Pet May1 Ord May Kiyo, Epwaaep, Bromyard, He areford — Keeper June 
Fe Fraxcis High Court Pet May 1 Ord Qatil 30 45,Cy 

P 23 Maatis, Wituan = mag he Na 7 ll Victualler 
ALIN, Money, Northwich, Grocer Nantwich and Crewe June 6 at 11.30 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

y23 Ord May 23 Mucuixoxa, Harry, Southsea, 


p Fishmonger June 5 at 4 
auas®, , Geones, Eniatowa, iateotien, Farmer Burtoncn Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouw 
Ps rent Pet Ma Ord > Oapornne, Epwarp Cuaantes Haroun, Bexley Heath, Kent, 
_ Eow ARD Fong and Osaaces Dayiet Pantera, Solicitor June lLatt2 115, High st, Roch aster 
oe e's Browghioe, Pershore, Worcester, Builders | Pzarcey, Taomas, Churchill, Axminster, Devon, Dealer 
p orcester Pet May 22 Ord May 93 Jane l4 at 10.8) Off Rec, 9 . Bedford circ xs, Exeter 
“us ky, Thomas, Churchill, pauuteate, Devon, Dealer | Paarr, Louisa, Daal, Milliner June 2at 11.3) Off Reo, 
r Pet May v1 Ord Mv we? 63, Castle st, Canterbury 
OsTHILL, Joun Frepenick, etn upon Hill, Gardener ree Frevenick Wurre, Whitéeld, Northampton, 
— 1 upon Hull Pet May 22 Ord May 22 June 2, at 12 Of Rov, 1, St ‘Aldates, Ox 
Ona UIBA, Deal, Milliner Canterbury Pet May 22 Rou d Gow Haverfurdwest, Saddlor June 8’ at 21.15 
Payor. Fn CHaru Cilfynydd Ly Boo' mak 8 Nady Da’ -- -Stvaningley, Yorks, J 
. es, Cilfynydd, am, ‘maker | Secxea, Davin, Stanaing orks, Grocer June 8 at 3.3) 
Pontypridd Pet May 21 Ord May Ulf Reo, 20, Tyrrel st, Bradt 


Pet May 22 Ord ‘alsall Pet May 18 Ord May 18 


Pet May7 Ord May 21 








June 7 at 11 








ey, Yorks, Grocer Bradford | Sknwwzs, James, Wakefield, 


Surtoy, 8Taxtey Wacrer, Wotton 8t Mary Without, 
=. . tae aie Gloucester Pet May 22 ori 


o- ac Liverpool, Clothier Liverpool Pet May 4 
y 23 
new, Joun, Hardingaene, Nosthaapten, Builder TALuant, Francis ALwyye, Dodsley, Easebourne, Builders’ 


Wi 
Wvuis, Janes, ieehacter, Egg Importer Manchester 


Ram, Gzorce Azores. Blackheath, an, Heme Maker a Wises Groner, Grove ter, North ak of, 
‘arrier 


June 7 at 12 pubeiey bidgs, Carey 

Costumier June 6at3 Off 

6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Srionmri, Georor Tuomas, Folkestone, Watchmaker June 
2at10.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Tayior & Co, WJ, Dy bprntng Builders June 6 at 12 


toy 
a we sBirndfurd, Ace Accountant June 8 at 3 
ord 
Taumay, rs ae aha Builder June 11 at 11.30 115, 


st, 

TuspeRvILye, — Wattstowa, or Pont , Labourer 
June 6at12 135, High st, Merthyr 

wane 2 Jou, ectbowes © Builder ieebes 1.30 County 

oi Court Office, Sea Seaside rd, Eastbourne, Ho 

BITWoORTH, ALFRED, Ki w ouse Agent 

June 2at 11 Off Rec, sisity House i, 

Woors, Hector Joun Hastises, Minchinhass an. Glos, 
Licensed Victualler June 2at3 County Court bidgs, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Benen ies Seen, Draper Ports- 
mouth Pet Ma’ wee 
Barnene, James faepanice, Nerwich, Baker Norwich 


Pet May 22 Oid May 
Buivst, Jouy, Harsingstone, Northampton, Builder North- 
21 Ord May 21 
BgaprorD, ‘sleet 8, icester, Licensed 
Victualler Leices et A li Ord May 2 
Brows, CHaruss, Gt i , Joiner Gt Gri 


Pet 21 
Bones, 2 Apurrmat, Derby Derby Pet May 22 Ord 


carne’ Heasert Tomas Vixcert, Strand, Wi 
—, Fishmonger Canterbury Pet May 1 Ord 
ay: 
Cuarke, Grorce, Jinerten, Warwick Coventry Pet May 


22 Ord May 22 

Cnaneeme, 70 Jouy, s, Seite ioe Lonsdale, —} amen Butcher 

Danie, Seouee Jouy, ent Glam, Sawyer Cardiff 
Pet’ May 22, Ord May 22 


Ecxeastey, Peres, Po han Lanes, Cycle Agent Bolton 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 


Exutsox, Tuomas, Royton, Lancs, Farmer Oldham Pet 
May 16 May 23 
Forster, Groark Caayany, Corbridge Bae 
umberland, Contractor Newcastle on “Tyne ‘et April 
4 Ord May 18 


| Gurnee, Donan, Torah, Monumental Mason Gt 


Yarmouth Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Harnutsox, Jawes Meross, Wallsend, Northumberland, 
i Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 23 Ord 
y 
Hvosoy, Jonx Eowanp. St Helens, Lancs, Builder Liver- 
a2 Pet May 17 Ood May 2 
Hou.iveswosra, Exxest a. Henasall, Yorks Wake- 
tield Pet May 22 
Seams. we~t - = Noreich, Baker Norwich Pet 
May 23 
Jacxsox, Exoca, Wetlagt, Salop, Baker Madeley Pet 
22 Ord May 2 


1Lu1am, and Bowaap Cov.sox, Loicester, Builders 
cester Pet Ord Ma 


Jones, 
Lei 2 
Kenxyepy, Anes me, Cam! High Court Pet 
ark, © ek 


A Nowland Low "Oca it 
Agent Court C ay 2 
Maur, Exty, West R14 Se - a Bulder West 


wich Pot May 8 Ort May 
Moox, Josrru, Sal Lanes, Ciitie Dealer Salford 
Pet 30 Ord May 22 
Bavean, es AMAL, Hater Deal Merchant Halifax Pat 
Neaut,. Pa Pemee Yay Catches "Pe Melford, Suffolk, Licensed 
Vic mall May Onl May 12 
Pauiy, itesee, Northwich, Grocer Crewe Pot May 23 
Pauuer, Groaes, Blli Laicester, Farme: Burtwa on 
Trent Pet May 8 May 238 
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Pawrer, Epwarp Tuomas, and Caartes Dante. Panter, 
he gd aaa Builder Worcester Pet May 23 
ay 
Pearcey, Fo ae Axminster, Dealer Exeter Pet May 
21 Ord May 
Pootun, Jous Furpsaicx, Kingston ing pen ea Gardener 
upon Pet 
Pratt, Louisa, Deal, Kent, Milliner Sa Pet 
May 22 Ord May 22 
Pryce, Hewxrzy Cuaries, Clifynydd, ah, Bootmaker 
Pontypridd Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Bam, Grorce Aucustos, Blackheath, — Frame Maker 
Greenwich Pet May 19 Ord May 19 
Szcxer, Davin, “+ =>" Yorks, Grocer Bradford 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
DERICK James, Warminster, Wilts, Brewer 
Frome Pet March 23 Ord May 21 
8 womvs, Witttam Georce, Grove ter, North End rd, Cab 
Pioprietor High Court Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Po Stan.tey Watrer, Wotton St Mary Without, 
ee ion Ufficer Gloucester Pet May 22 Ord 
y 
Tautant, Feaxcis Atwrne, Dodsley, Eastbourne, Sussex, 
Mast Merchant Brighton Pet May 22 Ord 


Pm Wruun, Bradford, Accountant Bradford Pet 
May 22 Ord Muy 22 

Watueiey, JAMES, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler Preston 
Pet May7 Ord May 21 

Wausn, Haney Jouy Dic sy, Brighton High Court Pet 
March 10 Ord May 17 

Weisserc, Jacos, Wardour st, Tailor High Court Pet 
March 27 Ord May 17 

Woarrt, Hewry Jouy. ‘Bali- bury, China Dealer Salisbury 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Wiuuams, Grorce Frepesicx, Pell, Staffs, Stationer 
Walsall Pet Mayi18 Ord May 18 

Wrut, JAnES, Manch~ster, Egg Importer Manchester 
Pet May7 Ori May 22 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Hust, Sauvet Raper, and Eayest Leica Huxt, Liseard, 
, Provision Merchants Liverpool Adjud March 
3 Annul May 11 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


La Crorx, Speco Braprieip, General Post Office, St 
Martin: le Grand, Clerk Court Rec Ord May 18, 
nm Adjud July 3, 1888 Rese and Annul May 16, 


Suzrurep, 


London Gazette.—Tvzspay, May 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avame, Wiu14n, —s Haddon, pramptn, Canier 
Northampton Pet May 26 “Ord May 26 

Appisox, Wiitiam, and Agruun Mertcatre, Bradford, 
Char Makers Bradford Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Baxxs, Heaseet Coates, Harrowgate Hill, Darlington, 
Dusbam, Tobacconist Stockton on Tees Pet May 20 


y~) 
Basxes, Arpzat Janes, Fir Croft, Wey e m, 
Pet Aprili8 Ord May % ao ee 
Bexsox, y Axx, Leeds, Hay Merchant Leeds Pet 
April 27 Ord May 23 
Bopy, Atszret Witiia™. pent. Painter Swansea Pct 
Beanie 2 Ord May 
pee oe 5S A, Grove Park, Chiswick Brentford Pet 


Seieniecaas | sspanx, Hanley, Bookseller Han- 
ley Pet May 14 Ord May 24 
Cuapwick, Joux, Church Gresley, Derby, Baker Burton 
on Trent Pet Ma: posed Ord May 24 
Dopp, Cuantzs Hex Essex, Builder 
Cadaie bakes Cit, Bem 
Dowses, Atrzep Evwazv, Downham, a, Ship's 
By a Pet May 24 Ord May 
. ‘ALEB, Northampton, Pawnbroker hl uD 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 m 
Epwazvs, Maver, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Lodging 
house Keeper Poole Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Eowa Sener, Seek 04, High Court 
Pea Ord May 
Exp1s0w, ¥ Victoria Park ri, Diomend Merchant 
a Court Pet May 4 Onl May 25 oe nD 
aut, Gronoz, ri Derb 
Pet May % Ord May 25 oe 
Fess, Wuissan Hexer, om Lighthouse, 
oe Keeper , Pet May 2 


May 24 
Garexs Evwanv, Kearsicy, Lancs, Commercial Traveller 
Bolton Pet May 24 Ord May ’ 
orcester, Butcher 


Hamewwor, Atrezv, Bournbrook, W: 
Birmingham Pe May10 Ord May 2% 
Coal Merchant 


Henge, Se Groce Janus, Rows, 
Pet May % Ord Ma: 
ecu focnans Bowss, Cefn n Cabo, Glam, Grocer 
Pet May % Ori May 


ys, Axton. 
A May 25 Ord May 2% 
Lawton, Joszru Witrexy Srivasve, Dacres, Greenfiel¢ 
¥ Mill Oldham Pet May 17 Ord 


Larrinio, Wits, Gt Ayton, fg Plumber Stockton 
os ie May 25 bey hs P 
Ant, Warter Joun, Vast Vinchley, Farmer Barnet 
Pet April Ord May 24 
Lone, See em, , Lanes, Grocer Oldham Pet May 


Logy, Emir, Glass Dealer Huddersficld 
Pet May 25 Ord May 20 


Mravt, Cusmize MA nae dl Poole, Dorset, Baker Poole 
Pet May 2% O14 May 2 7 





MeE.1os, Jesse, Sie, Se Vegetable Salesman Hanley 


Pet May 14 
Mureatroyp, WILLIE, ones, » - romani, Butcher 
Lo. Lower Clapton, 


Wakefield Pet May 24 Ord Ms 
ORLEBAR, Witt: 

Dairyman High Court Pet April 27 Ord May 16 
Puii'rs, James Lire, Uplands, Sw , Grocer Swa 


Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Prius, Levi Isaac, Northam, Pexeneten, Carman 


Sou thampton Pet May 26 Ord Ma: 
Piews, Taomas, Far Beeston, Leeds Leods, ‘Blackemith Leeds 


Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Provupiock, Taomas, n, eenetael, Miner 


gto 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Row ines, CarisTorHER, emomnnpent, Baker Plymouth Pet 
May 26 Ord May 26 
SaYwEL., Cashin, Ashford, Kent, Baker Canterbury 
Pet mi Ord May 25 
SrTaxpDEn .R My aye Harrietsham Maidstone 
Pet Ma: ‘Ord May 26 
SrTargs, Hionanp Eanzst, “Ord May out, Watchmaker 
Canter! 


~~ & Pet May 25 
Gravepetes, oe ELIA Euisasera, Brdisgtos ‘ Er 
= y 26 aon 


evesiitey Wen Isrnazt, Sandy’s i nie, Restaurant 
Keeper High Court Pet May 4 Ord May 24 

Taaxe, Grorce Wriam, Tottenham, Boot Dealer 
Edmonton Pet May 11 "Ord May 24 

Tuomas, Gzorce Henry, Blaenavon, Mon, era 
Merchant vongey Pet May 24 ‘O:d May 

Tuomas, Tuomas, Aberdare, Glam. & Solicits Clerk 
Aberdare Pet May 26 Ord May 

Titiotsox, Jouy, pincer. Yorks, a Bradford 

r ~ ong Ord Ma: » 

‘opp, Joux, Rupert st, irmingham, rass Caster Birming- 
ham Pet May 9 ond Mae 

Wairert, Witt1am Henry, aie. Stockton on Tees, 
Removal Contractor Stockton on Tees Pet May 24 
Ord May 24 











GCALE of CHARGES for ADVERTISE- 
MENTS of WANTS, Situations, Partnerships, Money, 
Offices, Houses, &c., offered or required. 


Once. 3. 6. 
20 Words 1s. 64, 3s. Od. 5s. Od. 
DD «as 2s. 3d. 4s. 64. 7s. 6d. 
0 » 3s. Od. 6s. Od. 10s. Od. 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soticrrorns’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soxtcrrors’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 52s., 
post-free. SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s.4d. WEEKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country or 
Foreign, 288. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; hal/ 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 


rue LONDON and bony pray ory 
rae § & DISCOUNT COMPANY 








Offices : 63, ’s-lane, W.C., & 43, 
pra MONEY on security, furniture wall 
Year, Weekly a wr ae INTEREST : 
4 Monthly £019 3 
v4 6 ” £117 6 
£30 ~ oo a 13 % » £216 8 
£50 oe a Oe a, - ne 
£100 ” ” #2 24 ” 
Larger sums in i Moderate rates for bills of 
sale. seeped on application le C) 





THE LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW. 
TION for BAR, SOLICITORS UNI- 


VERSITY, and other W EXAMINATIONS, 
be (class or individual) or - CORRESPONDENCE. 
ao geatiomene of Classes and further y 
to ied arty 1, Old eante’-inn, W.C. 
to the Scheme } S oetiention, : 
ew 
tification of Unarticled Law Prospectus, giving full 
can be on to the 
N.B.— Sehool for the Matriculation, 
Bar, Solicitors’ and University P: 





LF yp lope —Clerk oak ten yours experience ; 





iat el or a 1s, 
uct ke) Cina god ean. Se de 





LAW. — Young Solicitor (admitted). 93 
Final, April, 1905, Public, School. man, Dea 


cual nace her An, 3. Bath House ba 

Selden mlary quired came PPly couse, Lich 

Fie .—Conveyancing and General Clerk 
Requires Situ 


Daty, Trust Accounts, Law, 
town; moderate salary.—R., 6, Fee Ppecn Watfo: 


| Beaty og SOLICITORS. — The firm who 
were in 1897 making inquiries about some Pictures 
by Murillo, one ‘“‘ The Descent from the Cross,” are invited 
to write to 979, “ Solicitors’ Journal’’ Office, 27, Chancery. 








Convey g. Probate, Est, 
Trancre > coun! = 








Wee oe Solicitor in a position to infin- 
ence Capital for a London Industrial Company with 
pe about to be incorporated ; Investors 
— im on board and name bankers, brokers, and 
auditors; Vendor takes entire consideration in shares ; 
minimum estimated dividend 10 per cent.—Address, Box 
No. | ed “* Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery. 
lane, 


YO SOLICITORS’ SONS and Others.— 
Experienced Surveyor and Auction« er, with moderate 
capital, Desires to Meet Gentleman possessing local influ- 
ence with view to commence Auction, &c., Bu-iness in 
Partnership; good country town preferred. —C. E. J., 
care of “ Solicitors’ Journal ”’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 











PRINTERS,—To be Sold as a Going 
Concern, the Lease, Goodwill, and Plant of an old- 
established Printin ting Business, with premises in the centre 
of the Printing Publishing Trades, and with a goed 
and General ee we —Apply to Tuurcoop & 
Maartin, 27, Chancery- 


AW BOOKS at GREAT REDUCTIONS!! 

—All ~_ of Law, Commercial, and other Books 

Pas ay LATEST EDITIONS. State wants. 

for List. ho New Books at 20 per cent. Discount. Sent 

on approval, BOOKS poreer —W. & G. Forze, 135, 
Charing Cross-road, W.C. 


AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
3 a off the following 








s. a, 
Abstracts Copied eos oe 0 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts one ee 2 8 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand .., ee O 2 per folio 
Deeds Abstracted eos o 3S oo ee. 

pies 02 pant] lio. 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. “per sheet ditto 
P 3s. 6d. per 


KERR & ea: 16, on Holborn, E.C 





PER on pay FREEHOLD INVESTMENT. 

—A and certain income of £330 net secured ona 

Block of new Weekly Property; price £5,500, or could be 

divided.—Write Hare & Cu., Bank-builaings, Lea Bridge- 
road, Leyton. 








Jur 
= 


fF 








geen of Lease of Land 2} years; 
rental is £170; Advertiser will accept £135.—Write 
B 592, at Shelley’s, rey urch- street, K.C, 


REEHOLD.—Valuable City Property, to 
pay 5 per cent. ; 5 Sapte ee let to mum paoe 
repai: a r annum; Pp 

Ren, § Sox, 105, Cheapside, £.C 











£9,000.--J. 

“on | Deda? OFFICE, 21, Penton-place, 
London, W.C, _RENTS foLLecTED and RE- 

COVERED; AUCTION SALES Solicitors’ 

and Railway References, 





OANS ADVANCED at moderate interest 
on Freeholds and 
—— Scheme is 
odical extinction of the loan | 
fp aoee wapany Tome ny Mawnacen, Star 
te-street. 


—I am prepared to Purchase 
£2 5 :000. 7 to 7 is tint, for a wealthy cus- 
nae $ forming oll pecimens of Sevres, 





emmy ee given, immediate cash.— 

Write, iene, te Bocuziuz Tuomas, 11, King- 

street, St. Ganttal sad Onaatt 8.W. tiwo doors from Christie’ 8). 
Counties. 





yan TOSSAUD'S EXHIBITION. 
Adj Voining Baker-street Station. 
elike Portrait Models of 
tata H. PRINCESS ENA 


and 
H.M. THE KING OF SPAIN. 
adame Tuseaud’s Rumanian — 
‘ul Music Afternoon 
The wit Doma tracti irene Gar. pen 
Inst ve ig, expen- 
Patent in London. 


sive House of ainment in 
Admission 1s.; children under 12, 6d, Open 9 till 10. 


te 
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Forei 
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FU 
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